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COUNCIL DISTRICT: Citywide

RECOMMENDATION

1. Receive update on the California High-Speed Train (HST) project addressing new
information since the September 14, 2010 City Council meeting related to community
outreach, project funding, and the draft Cooperation Agreement with the California High-
Speed Rail Authority (CHSRA) concerning the visual design elements of the project.

2. Provide staff the following direction related to development of the HST project in San Jose:

a.

Work with CHSRA to prepare Visual Design Guidelines for HSR facilities along the
entire HST corridor in San Jose based on alignment options under active consideration by
CHSRA and with a goal of completing the Visual Design Guidelines for Council
consideration by June 2011 and prior to the release of draft environmental documents for
San Jose project segments.

Defer consideration of approving a Cooperative Agreement with CHSRA until after
Visual Design Guidelines are completed and considered by the City Council and after
draft environmental documents are released for San Jose project segments.

Form two “HST Community Working Groups” to assist CHSRA and City staff in
developing Visual Design Guidelines and addressing other project issues, generally
covering the greater Downtown area (from Tamien Station north) and the Monterey
Highway area (from Tamien Station south).

Proceed with plans to hire a team of consultants with expertise in engineering, urban
design, and architecture to serve as advisors to City for the preparation of Visual Design
Guidelines, in an amount not to exceed $100,000.

Continue to collaborate with CHSRA on: developing conceptual design plans for HST

" facilities in the Monterey Highway corridor; identifying environmental issues;



HONORABLE MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL
11-22-10

Subject: California High-Speed Train Project
Page 2 of 9

performing community outreach; developing Diridon Station expansion plan; developing
an off-site parking plan; and coordinating on land use planning in Diridon Station area.

3. Authorize the Mayor to send a letter to the CHSRA clarifying San Jose’s continued interest
in CHSRA considering both an aerial and tunnel option for the Downtown San Jose area and
with the City’s preference being determined only after further information is available on the
aerial option regarding visual design and noise impacts, and following release of draft
environmental documents for San Jose project segments.

4. Inresponse to the federal allocation of initial HST funding for the Central Valley segment of
the project, work with the Metropolitan Transportation Commission and other Bay Area HST
stakeholders to advocate for early implementation of a HST connection between the Central
Valley and Silicon Valley.

5. Adoption of the followmg Appropriation Ordinance amendments in the Building and
Structure Construction Tax Fund:

a. Increase the appropriation to the Department of Transportation for High Speed Rail
project in the amount of $200,000.

b. Decrease the Ehding Fund Balance by $200,000.

OUTCOME

The recommended actions assist with the further development of the California HST project and

help facilitate integration of City goals related to quality design, community involvement,

economic development and timely implementation.

BACKGROUND

The CHSRA is developing a project to build an 800-mile HST network serving the state’s major
population and business centers as shown on Attachment 1. The CHSRA has identified a
$43,000,000,000 “priority segment” for the project extending between San Francisco and
Anaheim, with major stops in San Jose, Fresno and Los Angeles. The schedule goal for
completing this segment is 2020, subject to funding availability. Future segments would include
extensions to Sacramento and San Diego.

Project Benefits

The key benefits to San Jose and the entire State of California from the HST project include:
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" Provide transportation services to accommodate growth of California’s population to 50
million people by 2030, and help facilitate "smart growth" around urban transit hubs.

= Remove millions of passenger trips from congested freeways each year and avoid future
overcrowding of California airports by creating high-speed options for long-distance
travelers.

s Improve the environment as high-speed trains use 1/3 the energy of air travel and 1/5 the
energy of auto travel and thereby eliminating 12 billion pounds of greenhouse gas
emissions each year.

» Enhance the economy by generating 600,000 construction-related jobs.

= Significant development opportunities for increased jobs and capital investment in
Downtown San Jose through the provision of high quality frequent transportation serving
major cities in California and to workforce commuting from northern and central
California to jobs in San Jose’s driving industries.

Summary of HST Design in San Jose as Proposed by CHSRA

The HST project traverses San Jose for a distance of approximately 20 miles and includes a HST
station at the existing Diridon Transit Center in Downtown San Jose. Through the southern area
of San Jose, the proposed HST tracks are adjacent to the Caltrain corridor and are “at grade”
along Monterey Highway and in the Communications Hill area. In the area between the Tamien
Station, north to Taylor Street, the alignment proposed by the CHSRA is elevated with trackway
heights up to 60 feet in some areas. Through the Tamien and Gardner areas, the alignment
follows the Route 87 and Route 280 corridors. From Route 280 to Taylor Street, the HST
trackway is generally adjacent to the existing Caltrain corridor. North of Taylor Street and to the
Santa Clara city limits, both an aerial and tunnel alignment are under study.

September 14™ City Council Meeting

On September 14, 2010, the City Council accepted a staff report and presentation along with
public comment on the HST project and with a particular focus on design options for the
Downtown San Jose area. The City Council directed staff to negotiate with the CHSRA to
develop and complete a binding agreement that ensures the City have approval authority relative
to the project design and construction materials for a proposed aerial alignment in the Downtown
San Jose area and to address design and noise impacts in the Monterey Highway area. If an
acceptable agreement could not be reached, the City would alternatively send a letter to the
CHSRA and seek full study of a Downtown tunnel alignment as part of the full environmental
review process.
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Recent HST Project Events

Since the September 14% City Council meeting, the following events have occurred regarding the
HST project:

» Draft Cooperation Agreement — City and CHSRA staff completed a draft Cooperation
Agreement addressing the visual design of the entire HST project in San Jose. A primary
purpose of the agreement is to ensure that an aerial alignment through the Downtown area
is designed and constructed to a high quality standard and is subject to City Council input.
On October 20", staff distributed an Information Memo to Council transmitting the draft
agreement (see Attachment 2).

» CHSRA Response Letter to San Jose Downtown Association — On September 29" the
San Jose Downtown Association (SJDA) and a coalition of 11 community leaders provided
a letter to the CHSRA requesting answers to questions primarily related to the assessment
that the Downtown tunnel option is “unfeasible and impractical” and requesting further
study of a tunnel alternative in the environmental report. On November 1%, the CHSRA
provided a response letter. (See Attachment 3 for the CHSRA and SJIDA letters).

= HST Community Meeting — On November 4™, the CHSRA and City co-hosted a HST
project community meeting at San José City Hall. The meeting included presentations
addressing the tunnel and aerial options studied for the Downtown area and an overview of
the draft Cooperation Agreement between the City and CHSRA.

u  Allocation of Federal HST Funds to Central Valley — On November 4™ the CHSRA
announced that federal officials have required that all federal funding California has
received so far for the HST project (primarily Federal Recovery Act funds) must be spent
in the Central Valley segment of the project. This means approximately $4,300,000,000
will be invested in the core portion of the HST system in the area between Merced, Fresno
and Bakersfield. The intention of the funding is to begin construction on the Central
Valley segment by 2012 and with completion by 2017.

ANALYSIS

Proposed New City Strategy and Guiding Principles for HST Project in San Jose

The City’s previous actions regarding the HST project have been largely focused on developing
the San Jose portion of the project in a manner that supported near-term project funding from the
Federal Recovery Act program for the project segment connecting San Francisco to San Jose.
This direction was established through the City Council’s endorsement (in October 2009) of the
San Francisco/Silicon Valley Corridor Investment Strategy for the HST project.
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Because these Federal funds are now being allocated to the Central Valley portion of the project,
City staff is now recommending a new strategic direction for the project. The proposed guiding
principles for the new direction are as follows:

= Facilitate strong San Jose community support for the HST project through the
development of a quality design that addresses City interests related to community
livability, quality urban design and architecture, and economic development.

= Obtain further information on project design options, particularly the visual and noise
impacts of an aerial HST design, before selecting a preferred alternative.

= Improve the readiness of the HST project for implementation in San Jose by completing
the environmental clearances and advancing the project design, consistent with San Jose
goals.

= Seek near-term new HST funding allocations to support a connection between the Central
Valley and Silicon Valley. The prospects for funding are enhanced through a
demonstration of community support and project readiness.

Recommended Next Steps

The specific actions recommended by staff to support the City’s interests and guiding principles
related to the HST project are as follows:

1. Prepare Visual Design Guidelines — The alignment of HST project in San Jose as
recommended by the CHSRA will have a prominent visual presence particularly in the
Downtown area where an aerial trackway structure is proposed at heights up to 60 feet
and with an overhead electrification system adding another 25 feet in height. A key
design issue involves the appearance of the HST facilities and answering the question of
“what will it look like?” San Jose has clearly articulated to the CHSRA that the project
must meet the City’s expectations for an attractive visual design.

The preparation of Visual Design Guidelines for the entire portion of the project in San
Jose for City Council consideration is intended to address project issues related to the
mass of structures, column spacing, general architectural concepts, material options,
landscaping, lighting and public art opportunities. The Visual Design Guidelines would
address the appearance of the HST facilities from various perspectives such as from
neighboring properties, sidewalk underpasses, and adjacent freeway corridors. It is
proposed that the CHSRA prepare a Visual Design Guidelines report in collaboration
with the City by June 2011 for City Council review and approval and integrate certain
parts of the report, if applicable, into the Draft EIR for the project.

2. Defer Approval of Cooperative Agreement and Expand Current Collaboration on
Project Development — The draft Cooperation Agreement prepared by City and CHSRA
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3.

staff provides a strong framework for collaboration between agencies to support the
timely implementation of a quality project. Community feedback on the draft agreement
has been positive relative to the significant commitment from the CHSRA on
accommodating San Jose’s goals for quality design and local approval authority.
However, concerns have also been raised that the City should wait until the
environmental impacts of the project and visual design concepts are better understood
before executing the agreement. Based on this consideration, City and CHSRA staff
propose to use the draft agreement as an informal guide for the cooperative development
of the project until the draft environmental impact reports are issued for pubhc comment.
At such time, executing the agreement will be reconsidered.

Key project development issues that the City and CHSRA will work closely on are:
Visual Design Guidelines; conceptual design plans for HST facilities in the Monterey
Highway corridor; environmental mitigation measures; community outreach; Diridon
Station expansion; developing an off-site parking plan; transit connection to Mineta San
Jose International Airport; and coordination of land use planning in Diridon Station area.

Hire Expert Consultants and assign City Staff to Facilitate City Interests — The HST
project is a massive and unique type of new infrastructure for San Jose. It is
recommended that the City retain a team of expert consultants to help with facilitating the
City’s interests on HST issues. The City went through the Public Works RFQ selection
process and selected the team of Arup, Field Paoli, and Perkins+Will to help in this
process. This team of engineers, urban designers, and architects is also currently working
on the Diridon Station master plan and it is noted that Arup has significant international
experience with developing HST projects. A budget appropriation of $200,000 is
recommended to support preparation of HST Visual Design Guidelines with $100,000 for
consultants and $100,000 for staff services. It is anticipated that Public Works
architectural staff at the Associate or Senior Architect level will be responsible for project
management of the visual design guidelines process, the consultant services and expert
liaison with CHSRA staff, the community, and other stakeholders.

Foster Proactive Community Participation — The San Jose community has shown a
significant interest in the development of the HST project. The Diridon Station Area
Good Neighbor Committee has expressed a particularly strong interest in the project and
has identified goals and priorities as part of their “Framework for Implementation”
(completed on September 7, 2010) that provide thoughtful guidance for developing the
HST project. Topic areas include: neighborhood quality of life, creating an attractive
experience for pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit riders, pursue world-class structures and
art, use durable and graffiti resistant materials, compatibility with future land use plans,
and placemaking.

As part of a comprehensive community outreach program focused on preparing the HST
Visual Desigh Guidelines, it is recommended that two “HST Community Working
Groups™ be formed to facilitate proactive community feedback on project issues for: 1)
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the Downtown San Jose area (Tamien Station to Santa Clara city limits), and 2) the
Monterey Corridor area (Tamien Station to Morgan Hill city limits).

Staff proposes to follow up with the Rules and Open Government Committee and the
project area Council members with a proposal for the selection of representatives for the
HST Community Working Groups and scoping of a work plan. Each of the HST
Community Working Groups are proposed to have no more than 10 members and would
meet three of four times over a six month period, with a focus on assisting with the
preparation of the HST Visual Design Guidelines.

5. Clarify City Position with CHSRA on Downtown Area Design Alternatives — The Clty ]
current policy position regarding HST design options for the Downtown area is to have
the CHSRA define and evaluate the “best aerial” and “best tunnel” alternatives. The
CHSRA has completed a significant technical evaluation of tunnel options and has
concluded a tunnel option with an underground HST station is not viable due to issues of
high cost, construction risk, construction impacts, lengthy implementation schedule and
impacts to the BART project. The CHSRA assessment of tunnel options is further
documented in their letter of November 1, 2010 (included as Attachment 3). The
CHSRA has stated since June 2010 that they do not recommend including a tunnel option
in the project EIR.

The “best aerial” option has not been thoroughly evaluated with respect to visual impact
and noise. The preparation of HST Visual Design Guidelines is intended to address the
visual impact issue, and noise studies for the project are currently being developed as part
of the environmental process. It is recommended that the City position be to seek further
study of the “best aerial” option before recommending to the CHSRA whether further
consideration should be given to the “best tunnel” option. In order to avoid any potential
misunderstandings, it is suggested that the Mayor send a letter to the CHSRA clarifying
San Jose’s continued interest in considering both an aerial and tunnel option for the
Downtown San Jose area with the City’s preference being determined only after further
information is available on the aerial option regarding visual design and noise impacts,
and following release of draft environmental documents for San Jose project segments.

6. Work with Bay Area HST Stakeholders on Reconsidering Funding Priorities — In 2009,
City staff worked with officials from the Metropolitan Transportation Commission, San
Francisco, Caltrain, and the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) to
develop a HST Investment Strategy to support early implementation of HST service in
the San Francisco to San Jose corridor. The City Council adopted a position of support
for the Investment Strategy in October 2009. Given the allocation of initial federal HST
funds to the Central Valley area, staff recommends the City update its advocacy and
partnership efforts to focus on early implementation of HST serv1ce connecting the
Central Valley with Silicon Valley.
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EVALUATION AND FOLLOW-UP

A follow up report to the Rules and Open Government Committee is proposed for December
2010 or January 2011 to address the representation and work plan for the HST Community
Working Groups. Staff proposes to provide status reports to the Transportation and Environment
Committee on the progress of HST project activities with follow up to the full City Council as
needed, including consideration of a draft HST Visual Design Guidelines report by June 2011.

POLICY ALTERNATIVES

Alternative: Council may suggest other policy directions for the HST project and potentially
defer Council action on some or all of the staff recommendations.

Pros: Allows City Council flexibility to consider other policy choices and have staff provide a
supplemental analysis.

Cons: May delay progress on the San Jose portion of HST project and potentially reduce
opportunities for near-term project funding

Reason for not recommending: The staff recommendations are beheved to be reflective of a
variety of community and stakeholder interests concerning the project, as well as the City’s
overall best interests related to ensuring a quality project and timely project implementation.

PUBLIC OUTREACH/INTEREST

D Criterion 1: Requires Council action on the use of public funds equal to $1 million or
greater. (Required: Website Posting)

D Criterion 2: Adoption of a new or revised policy that may have implications for public
health, safety, quality of life, or financial/economic vitality of the City. (Required: E-
mail and Website Posting) '

D Criterion 3: Consideration of proposed changes to service delivery, programs, staffing
that may have impacts to community services and have been identified by staff, Council or
a Community group that requires special outreach. (Required: E-mail, Website Posting,
Community Meetings, Notice in appropriate newspapers)

This memorandum does not meet any of the above criteria; however, it will be posted on the
City’s website for the Council agenda. On November 4, 2010, the CHSRA and City co-hosted a
community meeting at San Jose City Hall focusing on the Downtown area of the project. The
CHSRA has conducted many other HST project meetings in San Jose over the past 18 months.

COORDINATION

This report has been coordinated with the City Attorney’s Office.
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FISCAL/POLICY ALIGNMENT

The recommended actions that facilitate implementation of the California HST project are
consistent with General Plan policy goals related to transportation service, economic
development, and environmental sustainability. :

COST SUMMARY/IMPLICATIONS

The recommended actions will appropriate a total of $200,000 from the Ending Fund Balance in
the Building and Structure Construction Tax Fund in the Traffic Capital Program. $100,000 of
this funding will provide for consultant services to serve as advisors to the City and the other
$100,000 of funding will provide for staff support for the preparation of the High Speed Rail
visual design guidelines.

BUDGET REFERENCE

The table below identifies the fund and appropriation proposed to establish the funding for the
cost of the agreement.

20102011 | %
Fund | Appn Total Amt. for Adopted 8
# # Appn. Name Appn Agreement | Capital Budget Action
) Page (Date, Ord.
‘ No.)
429 8999 | Ending Fund Balance $1,810,497 $200,000 N/A 10/19/2010,
Ord. No.
28829
CEQA

Not a Project. The recommended actions are either preliminary feasibility studies or are
advisory to the CHSRA. The CHSRA is in the process of preparing an EIR for the High-Speed
Train project.

/s/

* JENNIFER A. MAGUIRE —
Budget Director

HANS F. LARSEN
Acting Director of Transportation

For more information, please contact Hans Larsen, Acting Director of Transportation at
(408) 975-3835.
Attachments




California High-Speed Train Map, Statewide Overview
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CAPITAL OF SILICON VALLEY

TO: HONORABLE MAYOR AND FROM: HansF. Larsen
CITY COUNCIL

SUBJECT: CALIFORNIA HIGH-SPEED DATE: 10-19-10
TRAIN PROJECT - DRAFT
COOPERATION AGREEMENT

—

Approved f //%\l Date J 0/2 . ﬁo

INFORMATION

The purpose of this memorandum is to share with the City Council, and to make available for
public review, the draft Cooperation Agreement developed with the California High Speed Rail
Authority (CHSRA) addressing the visual design of the High Speed Train (HST) project in San
Jose and with a particular focus on a proposed aerial alignment in the Downtown San Jose area.
A copy of the draft agreement is attached.

' The agreement was developed based on City Council direction provided on September 14, 2010

that sought to: complete a binding agreement that ensures the City have approval authority
relative to the project design and construction materials for a proposed aerial alignment in the
Downtown San Jose area; and to address design and noise impacts in the Monterey Highway
area. The proposed language for the agreement was developed and negotiated over the past
month and included direct participation from City Attorney Rick Doyle and CHSRA Chief
Executive Officer Roelof van Ark.

Guiding Principles

The principles and shared objectives that guided development of the agreement include the
following:

= Project implementaﬁon is based on mutual collaboration and each party acting reasonably.

= The primary City objective is to ensure the visual elements of the project will be designed
and constructed to a high quality standard and is subject to City Council approval. The
CHSRA and City will jointly conduct community outreach to solicit input on design issues
and preferences.

= The primary CHSRA objective is that the implementation process allows for efficient
project delivery and certainty in the resolution of issues involving a progressive process of
meetings, mediation, and binding decision making (if necessary). Through State statutes,
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the CHSRA has the responsibility to plan, design and construct the HST project and they
need to retain certainty in their ability to effectively deliver the project. The consideration
of a local agency having “veto authority” over 1mp1ementat10n of the project is not
acceptable to the CHSRA.

The draft agreement discloses the physical presence the proposed HST project will have in San
Jose, The alignment traverses San Jose for a distance of approximately 20 miles. For a three-
mile segment in the Downtown San Jose area, an elevated trackway is proposed with heights in
the range of 50 to 60 feet, and includes an elevated Diridon Station with an elevated station
canopy. In addition, the agreement acknewledges Downtown San Jose as the “creative and
cultural center of Silicon Valley” and the City’s standards for high quality architecture, public
art, and urban design as reflected in recent public projects like the San Jose Clty Hall and the
Mineta San Jose International Airport.

It is staff’s opinion that the draft agreement provides a strong and binding commitment from the
CHSRA that the HST project in San Jose will be designed and implemented in manner that
meets the City’s goals for community compatibility and quality visual design.

CHSRA Commitments Ensuring a Quality Design Acceptable to City

The draft agreement specifies a sequential process for developing and mutually approving a hlgh
quality visual design for the HST project. The implementation steps are as follows:

= Visual Design Guidelines Incorporated into Final Environmental Document — The
CHSRA will prepare Visual Design Guidelines (VDG) for the entire 20-mile San Jose
proj ect area and incorporate them into the final environmental documents for the HST
project. The Visual Design Guidelines will address concepts and options for structures,
column spacing, general architecture, materials, landscaping, lighting, and public art

~ opportunity areas. The visual Design Guidelines ate to be approved by the City Council and
CHSRA Board. Based on the planned implementation schedule for HST project, the Visual
Design Guidelines would be completed in 2011.

= Architectural Concept Plans ~The CHSRA will prepare final Architectural Concept Plans
for the selected construction segments of the project. These are generally regarded as 30%
drawings and will include renderings of the final visual appearance for key features of the
project, including the selection of construction materials and finishes. The Architectural
Concept Plans are to be approved by the City Council.

= Visual Design Changes Require City Approval — The CHSRA will complete the final
design plans and build the project in accordance with the approved Visual Design
Guidelines and Architectural Concept Plan. Any changes that affect the visual design must
be approved by the City.
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» Aesthetic Design Review Panel — The City and CHSRA will form an Aesthetic Design
Review Panel (ADRP) to provide professional advisory services for development of Visual
Design Guidelines, Architectural Concept Plans, and as needed to review potential changes
during final design and construction. The three-member ADRP will include one City
selected member, one CHSRA selected member, and one mutually selected member.

= Dispute Resolution Process — If the City Council and CHSRA Board do not mutually
approve the Visual Design Guidelines or Architectural Concept Plans, the City Mayor and
CHSRA Board Chair and with support of their staff and the ADRP, shall work to mediate
differences. If no agreement is reached, the ADRP will act as a binding decision maker to
resolve differences.

City Commitments to CHSRA

As a demonstration of the mutual partnership in supporting a quality HST project in San Jose in
a cost and schedule efficient manner, San Jose’s commitrients to the CHSRA include the
following: an intention to support an elevated HST alignment in the Downtown area having a
quality visual design, support for reducing the width of Monterey Highway in south San Jose,
facilitating development of an integrated Diridon Station, and consultation with CHSRA on land
use in the Diridon Station area. :

Next Steps

On October 13, 2010, the Rules and Open Government Committee approved scheduling City
Council actions on the HST project for November 16, 2010. Prior to the Council meeting, the
CHSRA is planning to complete a written response o the September 29, 2010 letter from the San
Jose Downtown Association and co-signed by eleven community leaders requesting answers to
questions primatily related to the CHSRA’s assessment that a tunnel option in the Downtown
area is “unfeasible and impractical”. Also, a HST community meeting has been scheduled for:
Thursday, November 4, 2010, 6:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m., in the San Jose City Hall Wing Conference
Room. '

The next report to the CHSRA Board addressing Downtown San Jose design issues is proposed
to occur ofi December 2, 2010,

/s/
HANS F. LARSEN
Acting Director of Transportation

For more information, please contact Hans Larsen at (408) 535-3835.

Attachment




MASTER COOPERATION AGREEMENT
BETWEEN
THE CITY OF SAN JOSE
AND THE CALIFORNIA HIGH SPEED RAIL AUTHORITY
RELATING TO THE PROPOSED HIGH SPEED TRAIN PROJECT
THROUGH SAN JOSE

THIS AGREEMENT (“Agreement”) dated ,'2010, for purposes of
reference, is made and entered into by and between the CALlFORNIA HIGH SPEED
RAIL AUTHORITY, a state agency (“CHSRA”), and the CITY. OF SAN JOSE, a
municipal corporation of the State of California ("City”)." Herelnafter CHSRA and City
may be individually referred to as "Party" or collectlvely« referred to ae_ "Parties".

RECITALS

A. The proposed California High Speed Rail prOJect is an 800 mile High Speed Train
(HST) system connecting the major metropolitan areas of the State of California.
California voters passed Proposition 1A in 2008 to. approve $9.95 billion in bonds
to support development of a HST ‘system in California. The CHSRA is the state
entity established in 1996 responSIbIe for planning, constructlng, and operating the
800 mile HST system and has authonty_nder California Public Utilities Code
Section 185036 to enter |nto cooperatlve agreements with local governments.

B. CHSRA in partnershlp wrth the Federal Rallroad Administration (*FRA") has
completed and certified a Revised Program EIR/EIS for the proposed HST system,
and has identified preferred network alternative including an alignment and
station in San José for further study in project EIR/EISs. The HST project
EIR/EISs include study of proposed HST facilities to traverse the City of San José
for a distance of apprOX|mater 20 miles and a HST station at the existing Diridon

1 TranS|t Center Iocated in Downtown San José.

C. Clty has long publicly supported the implementation of a HST system to connect
the major metropolitan areas of California and directly serve San José with a
station at Diridon Station in Downtown San José via the Pacheco Pass. City and
Silicon VaIIey companies have a strong interest in the completion of the HST
system to provide a fast and frequent transportation service within California. The
CHSRA has conducted extensive community outreach in the San José area to
date. The input received has shaped CHSRA’s evolving plans so as to
accommodate public concerns.

D. Downtown San José is considered the creative and cultural center of Silicon Valley
and the City has sought to create a world-class visual design environment for the
Downtown San José area through a combination of high quality architecture, public
art and urban design. Examples of recent projects that represent the San José’s

T-16785.010.001\699011_2 1
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standards for quality architecture include the San José City Hall and the Norman Y.
Mineta San José International Airport.

E. City intends to support a proposed HST alignment that includes an elevated HST
system through the Downtown San José area, provided that the visual design of
the proposed elevated HST facilities be of high quality and consistent with visual
design guidelines and architectural concept plans as set forth in this Agreement.
CHSRA recognizes the importance of City support for CHSRA'’s evaluation and
ultimate selection of an alignment through San José and desires to work with the
City to gain City support for an elevated HST system h ough the Downtown San
José area. :

F. CHSRA is evaluating an alignment alternative for the HST prOJect that includes an
elevated profile with trackway elevations in the range of about 50 to 60 feet for
approximately a 3-mile segment in the Downtown San José area, including an
elevated Diridon Station with a station. canopy The height of such an alignment
through Downtown San José would have a V|sual ‘presence in the skyline for
Downtown San José and adjacent nelghborhoods if it were to be selected and
approved by the CHSRA. The City desires an ‘architectural design treatment for
such facilities that takes a number of factors into conS|derat|on such as public art,
landscaping, lighting, materials optlons design features .and others, in order to
address concerns of the City and reS|dents : ;

G. CHSRA is committed to providing a hlgh quallty vrsual design solution and agrees
that it is in the pubhc mterest for the CHSRA to design and construct HST facilities
in San José in a mutually beneficial manner based upon shared objectives, taking
into account the Cltys aesthet|c preferences and the Authority’s obligations and
constraints related to. plannlng, m|t|gat|on engineering, performance, funding and
operatlonal requ1rements ' ‘

H. :CHSRA and the“Clty acknowledge that collaboration, compromise, and good faith
“on the part of all parties are necessary for the process set forth in this Agreement
to work‘t the satlsfactlon of both parties.

I. City acknowledges that CHSRA, in entering into this Agreement, is not admitting to
the existence of S|gnlfcant impacts or the need for any mitigation resulting from the
future selection of HST facility locations, and the construction and operation of a
HST system in San José, but is doing so in the spirit of cooperation with the City
and its residents.

J. City and CHSRA, in recognition of the mutual benefit to be derived from the
proposed HST system through San José, desire to enter into a binding written
agreement that provides for cooperation in aesthetic design of the elevated HST
system in San José and in land use planning for the area around Diridon Station.
This Cooperation Agreement is in keeping with the spirit of that separate
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Memorandum of Understanding among multiple parties (including the Parties
hereto, and the Peninsula Joint Powers Board and the Valley Transportation
Authority) related to planning for Diridon Station expansion.

Now, therefore, the parties agree as follows:

1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND

A. In 2009, the CHSRA issued “Notices of Preparation” for project-level
EIR/EISs and preliminary engineering for the HST project, and solicited input
on HST alternatives and issues for study in the p‘rOJect EIR/EISs. For San
José, two separated but coordinated project EIR/EISs were initiated covering
the sections from (i) San Francisco to San José Diridon Station and (ii) San
José Diridon Station to Merced. Draft ‘environmental impact reports are
currently being prepared for both these HST sections, which reports and
related actions may proceed on  different schedules as the Authority
determines. P

B. CHSRA currently is considering the foIIowmg alignments for analysis in
project EIR/EISs consistent with the preferred network alternative identified
for San José in Authority Resolution #HSRA 11-11: (i) at-grade next to
Caltrain corridor in the Monterey nghway and Communications Hills areas;
(i) aerial along the 87/280 corridor in the Tamien and Gardner areas; (iii)
aerial in or near the Caltrain corridor in the Downtown to Taylor area; and (iv)
aerial or tunnel near the Caltrain corridor north of Taylor to the Santa Clara
city limits;. CHSRA staff has evaluated and is evaluating other alignments and
no final declslons on HST alignments and stations have been made; such
decisions will be made soon after CHSRA certifies associated environmental
lmpact reports E

~C. In June 2010“ the CHSRA staff released its Preliminary Alternatives Analysis
‘ ':‘ﬁf‘;;Report addressmg the Downtown San José alignment and recommended
“withdrawing the tunnel optlon from further study and assessing that option as
|mpract|cal based on construction risks, poor soil, high groundwater,
extensive surface disruption, lengthy construction schedule, very high
constructlon cost and impacts to the planned BART project.

D. On August 31 2010, City staff recommended to the City Council in a
memorandum that an aerial alignment (rather than a tunnel alignment) serves
San José’s best overall interests, provided the project has a high quality
visual design and the Parties enter into a cooperative agreement approved by
the City Council that addresses the City’s concerns regarding noise and
visual presence. City Council directed City staff at its meeting on September
14, 2010 to negotiate with CHSRA to develop and complete a binding
cooperative agreement for Council consideration.
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E. For Downtown San José, the Preliminary Alternatives Analysis Report
recommends study of an aerial alignment that consists of an elevated
trackway approximately 50 to 60 feet high, with an overhead electrification
system adding another 25 feet in height, mostly within existing transportation
corridors along the Caltrain and Route 87/280 interchange area.

F. City would support the recommended aerial alignment for Downtown San
José provided that the Parties enter into this Agreement

2. COOPERATION

A. The Parties agree to continue to work cooperatlvely throughout the
preparation of CHSRA's Project Level EIR/EIS for the San Francisco to San
José and San José to Merced segments In preparing |ts Project Level
EIR/EIS, CHSRA will take into account-and coordinate with, to the extent it is
appropriate to do so, the other technical studles and proposed improvements
which have been prepared or will be prepa d by City as part of the Diridon
Station Area Plan.

B. The Parties recognize that rea |st|c planning for the future HST system in San
José will best occur through cooperatlon and coordination among all of the.
agencies having responsibilities to address public transportation needs in San
José, including “the Peninsula Joint Powers Board and the Valley
Transportatlon Authorlty Staff of C|ty and CHSRA agree to cooperate fully
and work collaboratlvely to freely share information, as appropriate, on the
planning and design of the proposed HST facilities in San José on a timely
basis to ensure opportunltles for meanlngful City and neighborhood review
and comment. ‘ o

. C. CHSRA and C all jointly conduct a public outreach process with San
. José communlty and key stakeholders to identify values, issues, opportunities
‘and general deS|gn preferences. City shall take the lead in identifying
approprlate community venues and stakeholders. Each Party agrees to
encourage publlc awareness and involvement in the environmental process

and design of the proposed HST system in San José. The outreach shall
seek to obtaln community input during development of the visual design
guidelines and architectural plans for the proposed HST facilities in San José.

D. The Parties will meet within thirty (30) days of the full execution of this
Agreement to discuss the timing and implementation of this Agreement.

E. Each Party agrees to cooperate and coordinate with the other Party, its staff,
contractors, consultants, and vendors providing services required under this
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Agreement to fulfill the terms, conditions, and obligations under this
Agreement.

. The Parties agree to work diligently together and in good faith, using their

best efforts, to resolve any unforeseen issues and disputes arising out of the
performance of this Agreement.

. This Agreement will set the framework for potential subsequent cooperative

agreements as the proposed HST project contlnues through the planning,
design, and construction phases to address SpeCIf“ issues that may arise at
a later date.

CHSRA reaffirms its commitment to work cooperatlvely ‘wlth City in the
planning, construction, and operatlon of the proposed HST system in San
José. CHSRA agrees to seek City review and comment on any policies,
guidelines, concepts, or designs relating’ to the proposed HST system in San
José. . -

VISUAL DESIGN GUIDELINES

CHSRA staff WI|| work W|th Clty staff and. shall prepare visual design
guidelines for the entire proposed HST system in San José. The guidelines
shall address HST structures, such as aerial viaducts and bridges, including
such topics as the mass of structures, column spacing, general architectural
concepts, materlal optlons landscaping concepts, lighting, and public art
opportunity areas. . The guidelines must respect that some functional and
engineering elements of the HST system (such as the overhead catenary

. 'system, for example) must be consistent across the state for the system to
“work properly‘,‘”safely and.consistently. In addition, the Parties may consult

,,and seek input from the Aesthetic Design Review Panel (‘“ADRP”) described

below in developing the visual design guidelines. The
gmdelmes will be used to facilitate the architectural plan and final design for
the HST prOJect in San José. The guidelines will be presented to the City
Council and the CHSRA Board for their respective reasonable approval at
least 60 days before a Final Project EIR/EIS for the San Francisco to San
José segment or the San José to Merced segment is presented to the
CHSRA Board for certification, whichever is earlier. If within 30 days the City
Council and the CHSRA Board do not approve the guidelines, then the
guidelines will be referred to the ADRP, and within 15 days the ADRP shall
provide to the CHSRA and the City a written recommendation resolving the
outstanding issues and suggesting appropriate reasonable final guidelines.
Upon receipt of the ADRP recommendation, the City Mayor and the CHSRA
Board Chair, supported by their respective staff, shall continue to work over
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the subsequent 15 days to develop final guidelines supported by both Parties;
each Party agrees to be reasonable in pursuing concurrence on the
guidelines. Revised guidelines, if necessary, shall be presented to the City
Council and CHSRA Board for their respective reasonable approval within 60
days of the first presentation. [f the City Council and CHSRA Board have not
approved a mutually-acceptable set of design guidelines by the time a Final
EIR/EIS is presented to the CHSRA Board for certification, the CHSRA may
proceed with EIR certification and related decisions, and the Parties will
continue to seek agreement on the guidelines. If after consideration of the
ADRP recommendation and after further reflnement by the work of the
CHSRA Board Chair and the City Mayor, assnsted by their respective staff,
the final guidelines are not accepted by the Clty Council or the CHSRA Board,
the parties will refer any outstanding issues. not resolved by the refined
guidelines to the ADRP, and within 15 days the ADRP will. provide a final
written recommendation to resolve the outstanding issues and to incorporate
the resolution into the guidelines. he final recommendatlon of the ADRP
shall stand and the City Council and CHSRA Board shall be deemed to
accept the final ADRP-recommended gu1del|nes unless either the Parties
subsequently, by mutual written agreement, modify the approved guidelines
with the concurrence of thelr respective City Council and Board. Nothing in
this paragraph shall be construed as limiting the CHSRA's discretion in any
manner to evaluate potential enwronmental effects of HST facilities in San
José, to develop any required assomated mitigation measures or to consider
and approve pro;ect aIternatlves aII as requwed by CEQA.

C. ARCHITECTURAL ‘CONCEPT PLANS

After the V|sual deS|gn gmdellnes have been finalized as discussed above,
CHSRA staff shall prepare ‘Architectural Concept Plans (as defined below)
_(“ACP") “for the HST facilities in San José consistent with the approved visual
_ design guidelines pursuant to Section 3.B. CHSRA need not prepare ACPs
_ for all HST facilities in San José at once, but rather may prepare them in
"'groups and staggered in time. In preparing the ACPs, the CHSRA staff shall
work with City staff, and the Parties may consult the ADRP and seek opinion
and |nput to assist the Parties in identifying design solutions consistent with
the visual design guidelines and the mutual objectives of the Parties. The
approved ACPs shall be the basis for more detailed englneerlng drawings
and ultimately construction documents for the HST system in San José. The
CHSRA will work with the City to set forth a review schedule. The ACPs will
be presented to the City Council and the CHSRA Chief Executive Officer
(“CEO") for their respective reasonable approval at least 60 days before the
Authority expects to make a final decision on such plans. If within 30 days
either Party does not approve the ACPs as presented, the City Mayor and the
CHSRA CEO, supported by their respective staff, shall continue to work over
the subsequent 30 days to develop ACPs supported by both Parties; each
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Party agrees to be reasonable in pursuing concurrence on the ACPs. During
this 30-day period, the Parties also shall obtain a written recommendation
from the ADRP regarding an appropriate set of ACPs that are reasonable and
are consistent with the final design guidelines; such recommendation shall
include, if possible, ways to segregate in the ACPs aesthetic items from basic
system elements necessary to meet performance and operational needs of
the HST system, such that the Parties could continue to work toward
agreement and refinement of aesthetic items, while not delaying the Authority
in moving forward with design and contracting. Revised ACPs, if necessary,
shall be presented to the City Council and CHSRA 'CEO for their respective
reasonable approval within 60 days of the ﬁrst presentatlon If the City
Council and CHSRA CEO have not approved a mutually acceptable set of
ACPs within 60 days of first presentation, the parties will refer any remaining
issues not resolved by the revrsed ACPs to the ADRP and WIthln 15 days the
issues and to incorporate the. resolutlon ‘in  the revnsed ACPs The
recommendation of the ADRP shall stand, and the City Councrl and CHSRA
CEO agree to accept the final ADRP- recommended ACPs, unless either the
Parties subsequently, by mutual written agreement modify the approved
ACPs. As used in this Agreement “Architectural Concept Plans” shall mean
industry standard archrtectural renderings sufficient to identify general size
and scale, elevation, shape and approxrmate color, finish treatment, and
aesthetic aspects of the Authorltys ‘chosen .construction materials to the
extent such materials are typically addressed as an industry standard in
design documents such as the ACPs; these are generally regarded in the
industry as thrrty percent (30%) drawrngs

FINAL DESIGN REVIEW

CHSRA agrees that all prOJect frnal architectural plans, engineering design
plans and construction drawrngs and documents shall be consistent with the
_approved ACPs set forth in Section 3.C. above. CHSRA staff shall work with
’Clty staff to set forth a review schedule. CHSRA staff shall provide City staff
the opportunity - for review of design and construction drawings and
documents to verlfy that they are consistent with the approved ACPs. City
staff. has:“theauthorrty to review for consistency; City Council review or
opinion is not required. If the Parties are in disagreement at any time
regarding consistency of final plans, drawings and documents with the ACPs,
the Parties immediately shall seek a written determination from the ADRP,
which determination shall be presented to the CHSRA CEO and the City staff.
If any issues remain unresolved between the CHSRA CEO and the City staff,
the ADRP determination shall be accepted as to those issues.

CHSRA agrees to construct the proposed HST facilities in San José
consistent with the approved final project architectural plans, engineering
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design plans, and construction drawings and documents discussed in this
Section 3. CHSRA will consult City before approving any material changes or
modifications during project construction- that alter aesthetic or visual
elements of the approved project in San José, including but not limited to,
changes to the mass of structures, column spacing, colors, textures, aesthetic
aspects of the Authority’s chosen construction materials, and lighting. Any
material change to aesthetic or visual elements of HST facilities during the
construction process, except changes necessary to meet HST operational or
engineering requirements, must be mutually approved by the Parties, unless
the CHSRA and the City agree in writing otherwise with regard to any specific
proposed changes as appropriate to achieve the purposes of this Agreement.
Any dispute between the Parties regarding whether. an aesthetic change is
consistent with the approved ACPs shall be referred to the ADRP for a
reasonable written determination from ‘the ADRP, which the Parties shall
accept. .

4. CITY COMMITMENTS

A. The proposed HST system through San Jose’ may include the reduction in the
width of a portion of Monterey Highway in order to accommodate the
proposed HST project and C|ty has been worklng with the State of California
on the relinquishment of Monterey nghway that will assist CHSRA in the
planning and construction of the project through San José. City will continue
to work with the CHSRA towards the implementation of HST through San
José, including aSS|st|ng in the p033|ble reduction of lanes for a portion of
Monterey: nghway

B. City has recelved fundmg from the: Metropolltan Transportation Commission
and Santa. Clara Valley Transportation Authority to develop a Diridon Station
- Area Plan. City will continue to lead efforts to develop an integrated Diridon

_ Multi-Modal Transit facmty as part of the Diridon Station Area Plan.

C. """Clty affirms its amtent to work as cooperatively as possible with CHSRA to
expedite all City review. of the draft visual design guidelines and architectural
plans in a t|mer manner.

D. City afﬂrms ‘|ts commitment to work cooperatively with CHSRA in the
development and preparation of the Diridon Station Area Plan and any other
plans or plan amendments related to land use planning near proposed HST
facilities in the San José Downtown area. City agrees to seek CHSRA review
and comment on (1) any policies, guidelines, concepts, or land use plans or
plan amendments related to land use planning near the proposed HST
system in San Jose, and (2) all phases of the development and adoption of
the Diridon Station Area Plan.
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Nothing in this Agreement is intended to obligate the City to provide funding
from City revenues for any activity other than staff participation under this
Agreement and one half of any costs for the participation of the third member
of the ADRP as provided in Section 5.A. below.

MUTUAL COMMITMENTS

The Parties will form the Aesthetic Design Review Panel within ninety (90)
days of full execution of this Agreement to provide assistance in the
implementation of this Agreement. The ADRP shall consist of the following:
(1) one person with appropriate architecture, des'lgn ngineering or planning
experience designated by the City, (2) one person with appropriate
architecture, design, engineering or planning experience designated by the
CHSRA CEO, and (3) one person selected together by the CHSRA CEO and
the City Mayor from a candidate list compiled jomtly by the City's
representative on the ADRP and the CHSRA’s. representatlve oon the panel.
The ADRP may function without the mutually selected third member, but such
member must be designated before the ADRP may make any written
recommendation or determination under the procedures specified in this
Agreement. Each Party shall bear the cost of its own representative. The
Parties shall attempt to secure the services of the third panelist free of charge
to either Party; if this is not possmle' e Partles shall share the cost of the
third representatlve ; -~

The Parties agree that followmg the executlon of this Agreement, they will
convene to discuss the process by which CHSRA will develop the visual
design gundelmes and ACPs dlscussed herein.

Each Party, and ky extenS|on the ADRP agrees to act reasonably in the

;;;lmplementatlon of this Agreement. [Each Party agrees that it will not

e unreasonably withhold approval of the visual design guidelines, ACP, or final
‘Ei}arch|tectural/englneerlng/constructlon documents or plans. The Parties agree

E.
5.

A.

B.

C.
6.

“that the mterpretatlon of reasonable action under this Agreement shall take

into account that the City desires high quality visual design for the elevated
HST facilities in: San José, and that HST facilities must be fit for the purpose
for whlch ‘they are designed as measured by international standards of
practicability in the high-speed rail industry, must meet HST engineering, and
operational needs, must be consistent with the Authority’s legal obligations
and limitations, including Proposition 1A and CEQA, and, to take reasonable
cost into consideration.

GENERAL PROVISIONS

A. No Delegation. This Agreement is not intended to constitute a delegation by
one party to the other of any of that party's responsibilities, duties, or obligations
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arising from any applicable law, including, without limitation, the National
Environmental Policy Act, the California Environmental Quality Act, the California
High-Speed Rail Act, or the Safe, Reliable High-Speed Passenger Train Bond
Act for the 21st Century. Under no circumstances shall City or CHSRA have
authority or power to pledge the credit of the other public entity to this Agreement
or incur obligation(s) in the name of the other public entity.

B. No Third Party Beneficiary. This Agreement shall not be construed or
deemed to be an Agreement for the benefit of any third: party or parties, and no
third party or parties shall have any claim or rlght of actlon ‘hereunder for any
causes whatsoever. R

C. Term of Agreement. = This Agreement . shall become effective upon full
execution of the Agreement and shall remain in effect through December 31,
2020, unless otherwise mutually altered by the Parties in wrltlng i

D. Parties’ Representatives. The Chlef Executlve Offlcer of CHSRA or his/her
designee is hereby made the representative of CHSRA for all purposes under
this Agreement, unless CHSRA Board approval or other action is required. The
Director of the Department of Transportatlon for Clty or the Director’'s designee is
hereby made the representatlve of Clty for all purposes under this Agreement.

E. Indemnification. Pursuant to Callfornla‘ Government Code Section 8954,
each PARTY hereto shall fully defend, |ndemn|fy and hold harmless the other
PARTY, its officers, governmg body, employees, assigns and agents, from
liability lmposed for injury (as defined by Government Code section 810.8)
occurring by reason of anything done or omitted to be done by any of the parties
under or in connection with’ any.work, authority or jurisdiction allegedly delegated
to the parties under this Agreement. No officer of employee thereof is responsible
for any damage or I|ab|I|ty occurring by reason of anything done or omitted to be
_,;done by the partles under or in connection with any work, authority or jurisdiction
- delegated to the partles under this Agreement. Each party is responsible for its
own conduct and actions. ‘Although this agreement does not create any agency
relatlonshlp as between the parties, does not in any way constitute an
authorization by any ‘party to any other party that work be done, and does not
constitute a delegation by any party to any other party of any authority or
jurisdiction, in the even suit is brought against one party (the “first party”) based
on the alleged acts or omissions of another party (the “second party’), the
second party shall indemnify and hold harmless the first party from any liability
for such alleged acts or omissions.

F. No Waiver. The failure of either Party to insist upon the strict performance of
any of the terms, covenant and conditions of this Agreement shall not be deemed
a waiver of any right or remedy that either Party may have, and shall not be
deemed a waiver of their right to require strict performance of all of the terms,
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covenants, and conditions thereafter.

G. Notice. Any notice required to be given by either Party, or which either party
may wish to give, shall be in writing and served either by personal delivery or
sent by certified or registered mail, postage prepaid, addressed as follows:

To CHSRA: California High Speed Rail Authority
Roelof van Ark, Chief Executive Officer
925 L Street, Suite 1425
Sacramento, CA 95814

With a copy to: Office of the Attorney Genera’l?f
1300 | Street, 15th Floor =~
Sacramento, CA 94814
Attn: James Andre

To CITY: City of San José
Hans Larsen, Acting Director
Department of Transportation o
200 E. Santa Clara Street, 8" Floor Tower
San Jose, CA 9511 L

With a copy to: City Attorney r -

- City of San Jose Oﬁ’lce of Clty Attorney
200 E. Santa Clara Street, 16 " Floor Tower

San Jose CA 951 13

Notice shall be deemed effectlve on the date personally delivered or, if mailed,
three 3) days after deposrt in the United States mail.

_;,‘H Drspute Resolutlon lf -a_question arises regarding interpretation of this
““Agreement or its performance or the alleged failure of a Party to perform, the

Party raising the ‘questlon or making the allegation shall give written notice
thereof to the other Party. The Parties shall promptly meet in an effort to resolve
the issues raised. If the Parties fail to resolve the issues raised, alternative forms
of dispute resolution, including mediation, may be pursued by mutual agreement.
It is the intent of the Parties to the extent possible that litigation be avoided as a

method of dispute resolution.

I. Mutual Remedies. It is agreed that in the event of litigation the Parties
agree to undertake settlement efforts in good faith and seek a speedy resolution
of any claim of breach of this Agreement by any Party. Either party may seek
any remedy at law or in equity to the extent available under applicable law.

J. Governing Law. This Agreement shall be construed and its performance
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enforced under California law.

K. Entire Agreement. This Agreement constitutes the entire Agreement between
the Parties pertaining to the subject matter contained therein and supersedes all
prior or contemporaneous agreements, representations and understandings of
the Parties relative thereto.

L. Amendments. Future amendments to this Agreement shall be processed by
mutual written agreement of the Parties. Unless otherwise provided herein, any
amendments to this Agreement must be approved by City’s City Council and by
the CHSRA. Whenever possible, notice to amen 's Agreement shall be
provided ninety (90) calendar days prior to the deswe effectlve date of such
amendment. ; E

M. Warranty of Authority to Execute Aqreement Each Party to this Agreement
represents and warrants that each person whose signature appears hereon has
been duly authorized and has the full authorlty to execute this Agreement on
behalf of the entity that is a Party to this Agreem "nt.

N. Severability. If any term, covenant condltlon or provision of this Agreement,
or the application thereof to any person or cwcumstance ‘shall to any extent be
held by a court of competent junsdlctlon to be invalid, void or unenforceable, the
remainder of the terms, covenants, condltlons and. prowslons of this Agreement,
or the application. thereof to any person or circumstance, shall remain in full force
and effect andshall in no_way be affected impaired or invalidated thereby.

0. Counterparts Thlsd‘ Agreement may be signed in multlple counterparts,
each of which will be conS|dered an orlglnal and all of which will be considered
one. and the same document :

, ;P Approgrlatlo CHSRA .obligations under this Agreement shall be valid and
enforceable only to the extent sufficient funds are appropriated by the Legislature
and made avallable to the CHSRA in the Budget Act of the appropriate fiscal
year for the purposes ‘of this program. In addition, CHSRA obligations under this
agreement are subject to any additional limitations, requirements or conditions
enacted by the Legislature that affect the provisions or terms of this agreement,
or the funding of activities pursuant to this agreement in any manner.
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WITNESS THE EXECUTION HEREOF the day and year first hereinabove set forth.

“CITY” “CHSRA” :
City of San José California High Speed Rail Authority
a municipal corporation
: By:

By:

Lee Price, MMC Date:

City Clerk
APPROVED AS TO FORM: APPROVED AS TO FORM:
By:

“Johnny V. Phan
Deputy City Attorney

T-16785.010.001\699011 13




Attachment 3

Board Members:
Curt Prinole
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Tom Utnlerg

Yie Chay

Lynise Bohonk

i Chialy

Rugsell Burns

-« Pavid Crane
Red Blytdon, S
Fran Florez”
Hichard Katz
Judge Guentin
. Hopp*

“papst chair

froclol van Ak
Chied Erecubive

ARROLT SRR O aiTR
EWFRECR

Officer

11-1-10

Art Betnstein, President
San Jose Downtown Assoclation
28 N. First Street, Suite 1000
San Jose, CA 96113

Dear Mr. Bernsteln:

The Califontia High Speed Reil Authority (Authority) welcomes and will continve to
promote public and agency dialogue and collaboratlon as we develop the
California High Speed Traln (HST) system, Thank you for your Septerber 29,
2070 letrer submitted on behalf of a number of organizations and for your
continued interest In San Jose’s HST station and alighment optlons.

Your letter generally requests ihe Authority 1o include cn underground station
option/ alternative in s pending project Environmental impact
Reports/Environmental Impeict Staternent (ElR/ElS) far the San Francisco to San
Jose and the San Jose to Merced section. This response letter arid its cittcichment
review the major themes contalned In your letter and provide an overview of the
Authorhy s evalvation of the tunnel and other alternatives In the San Jose stetion
areq.

The Authorlty and lts federal pariner, the Federol Railroad Administration {(FRA),
are completing an Alterntitives Aneilysis (AA) for each section of the proposed
Caltfornles HST system before proceeding with the preparation of draft EIR/EISs.
This AA process Is designed to Identify potential alignment alterndfives and stafion
optlons for un initial evaluation, and to recéive public and agency Input, before
fecormmending the alternatives and staflons to be studied in the project EIR/EIS.
This process is consistent with federal and stefe leiw goveming the preparation of
EIR/EIS docuients, as discussed In more detall In the attachment fo this letter,
Importantly, the AA piocess Is part.of the EIR/EIS process. No declsions regarding
altematives are final until the Authority Board and FRA make decisions ¢it the end
of that EIR/EIS process.

The Authority steiff and FRA completed o Preflminary AA (PAA) for the Sun Jose to
Merced Section that includes descriptions dnd evalucilons of allgnment and siation
alternatives considered. The PAA for the San Jose to Merced Sectlon wais
presénted to the Authority Board on June 3, 2010 for informaitlon and posted on
the Authorlty’s web site that day {at hitp://www.cohighspeedrail.ca.goy

Lib Son Jose Merced, aspx). The Authorlty received comments requesting
examination of tunnel options in dowhtown San Jose early during the EIR/EIS
scoplng process, af subsequent public and stakeholder meetings In San Jose, and in
wiltten cofrespondence from rislghborhoods and the Clty 6f Sain Jose. In response,
the Autharlty staff and conisultants studied several funne! aliematlves. Some were
found to be highly Impractical and not constiuciable (e.g., the “5100m" and
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“Thread the Needlie" alternatives), so did not warrant additional analysis, while
two unnel alternatlves were evaluated in detail. These alignments were
developed to nearly o 15% level of engineering, which {s beyond what is typically
done for o prelivinary review of potential alternatives.

Flrst, o deep mined staflon was evaluated and staff found the station 1o be not
repsonable or redlistic. Following this analysis, the City of San Jose and downtown
nelghborhoods requested o review of o shallower cut-and-cover optlon with the
proposed BART stction 140 feet deep below the HST station, This oliernaflve was
also developed for preliminary evaluation in the AA process. The shallow tunnel
was located to accommodate constructlon of a cut and cover station box and
station track work, minimize impacts to existing development In downtown

San José, avoid to the extent possible conflicis with 1280 foundoations, and avoid
Impacts fo residential areds south of 1-280. Additionally, five above-ground
alighment options were evaluated in the PAA, also In response to input from the
City of San Jose «ind communities near the downtown statlon.

The evaluation of the below ground alternatives is documénted in Chapter 4 of the
PAA, anid more detall regarding the downtown tunnel alternatives Is provided in
Appendix C — the “Downtown San Jose Tunnel Aliernatives,” With regard fo the
tunnel options, the PAA recognized that locdl agencies, comimunity groups and the

' public all proposed underground optlons for the San Jose Diridon Stitlon and

Approach; and that the City of San José would prefer fo continue investigation of
the most vicible tunnel concept. After considerable study of hoth deep mined
stations and sheillower cut-and-cover options, however, the preliminary alternatives
unalysis indicated that underground options are pot practicable due to unsafe
tining conditlons {poor solls combined with high groundwater), construction
schedule, potential for seftlement, extensive surface disruption and very high
congtruction cost and should bie eliminaied from further evaluotion. In the case of
the shallow tunnel option, the proposed BART station and extensions north 1o Santa
ClaFa and east to downtown would also have jo be redesigned and placed much
lower in the existing poor ground coniditions. Locaﬂn,g the HST Station above the
existing Diridon Station platforms would maximize connectivity and development
potentlal in the station area. The AA Report also recommends no further study of
the program alignment through the Greater Gardner community because of
potential impacts to the neighborhoods including community cohesion,
noise/vibration, visual, impacts on Fuller Peirk ond displacement of o nopprofit
{house of worship}. instead further study is recommended of an alterative {SR-
87/1-280) that would minimize impacts by utilizing the existing freeway corridors
for much of the dpprocch to the station and would move the alignment awey from
the Gredter Gardner nelghbothood. More detalled reasons for thesé
recomimendations are conitined In Chapter 4 of the PAA and are included In the
aftachment.

The severe constitiction Issues associated with tunneling in this area (e.g., possible
groundwaier infiltration, potential settlement over tuiinel potion, closure of cross
strests, channelization of Los Gatos Creek durlng construction, reduced purking
areas for sports activitles, utility relocation, extended constiuction period and
associated delays In downtown redevelopment, etc,) are such that they cannot be




materially lessened by modifications of the shallow tunnel qlignment/locaﬂpn. In
short, these problems would remain regardiess of tunnel location. Certaln less
fundamental Issves may vary and, fo the extent they are problems, could be
ameliorated to o degree {e.g., distance fo or below freeway pier foundations,
lacafian of surface injections, location of Ventilation and fire/life/safety shafts,
location of construction sites, ete.), but the major Issues noted in the PAA report
would still remain, ‘

‘Given the underground conditions, locating the proposed downtowsi BART station
at a depth of 140 feet under the shallow tunnel HST alternative would introduce
for BART/VTA many of the same Issues identifled above for the HST deep funnel
alternative. In gddition, the HST station and tunnel design requirements involve
removal of a volume of material thot Is six times greater then that required for
BART (for similar lengths). :

The Authority is faking very serlously lozal concerns regarding aesthetlcs for
proposed HST facllifies in San Jose, including the elevated HST dlignment and
station. The Authority has met on meny octasions with various stakeholders,
including neighbiorhoods dlong the potential San Jose alignments, and will continue
to do se. The Authorlty Is commlited to providing a high cuality visual design for
HST facillties in San Jose and to working cooperatively with the City and Its
residents toward such an end. Authority staff and Clty staff have negotiated o
proposed cooperativé agreement on this very point and anticipdte that sooh the
City Council will consider it for approval.

The Authority staff will be issuing a Supplemerital AA to the Bodrd ovér the next
few months, and we will report to the Boord what we have heard regarding the
PAA, Including your request to Include o tunnel alternative in the Draft EIS/EIR.

Agciln, thank you for your letter. | hope that we caii contine to move forward
working collaboratively on the HST project. 1 ask that you continuée to work with
-our feam fo address the issues, and find solutions 16 help build this system in d
manner that best éfhdances San Jose.

Sincerely

b

Roelof van Ark
Chlef Executlve Officer
California High Speed Rall Authority

rvanark@hsr.ca.gov
(916) 384-1488, direct
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FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS
ON HIGH-SPEED TRAIN FACILITIES FOR SAN JOSE

The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) together with the California High-Speed Rall Autharity
{Authority) have developed the following responses to frequently asked questions regarding the
development of alternatives for the proposed high-speed traln project in the San Jose area. The
process and evaluation used by the Authority and FRA to identify the San Jose-related alternatives to
be studied in the DEIR/EIS was presented In the “Preliminary Alternatives Analysls Report, San Jose to
Merced Section High-Speed Train EIR/EIS,” June 2010 (PAA). The PAA incorporated englneering and
environmental information and Identified potentially feasible and practicable alternatives to be
carrled forward iin the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIR/EIS}. Appendix C of the PAA includes the “Downtown San Jose Tunnel Alternatives.” The PAA
and the appendix should be referred to In support of the following responses. The PAA can be viewed
oh the Authority’s website hitp://www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov/Lib_San lose Merced.aspx.

How are alternatives selected for full analysis In the Project EIR/EVS documents?

For almost any proposed public or private project, there could be a large number of concelvable
potential dlternatives, but Including a detalled analysis of-every concelvable alternative ina project
EIR/EIS Is neither practical hor required. What is requlred Is that a draft EIR/EIS analyze a reasonable
range of potentlally feasible alternatives, Thus, before preparing a draft EIR/EIS, the Authority and the
FRA must identify the alternatives to be analyzed In the document.

Under the California Enviconmental Quality Act (CEQA) that govérns EIRs, and the National
Environmental Policy Act {NEPA) that governs EISs, alternatives need not be studled in an EIR/EIS If
they woulid not substantially reduce significant environmental impacts, would not attaln most of the
hasic project objectives, would not be potentially feasible or are not reasonable or realistic. This
process of narrowing alternatlves prior to public circulation of an EIR Is often largely an Internal
agency process with limited public Input and without public hearings. The results of that process are
then briefly described in the draft EIR/EIS.

instead of this typical approach, the Authority and FRA have chosen to seek extensive public and
agency input on preliminary alternatives. For all sections of the California HST system, the initial )
development of potential HST alternatives for study in EIR/EISs Is being described in puiblic reports
presented to the Authority Board. Those reports, moreover, are the subject of one or more rounds of
public and agency comment. The Authority has dctively sought Input from the public and affected
government agencies - both through written requests for Input and public Information meetings. The
Authority and ERA have taken that Input into account In their initial review of potential alternatives for
study and summarjzed these reviews in Alternatives Analyses {AA) documents. These AA documents
are Issued well before any draft E(R Is published. The first public AA reports are called Prellminaiy.




California High-Speed Traln Project, San Jose to Merced Section

1 Many are followed by Supplemental AA reports, which are also presenited to the Authority Board in

X public meetings. In addition, the Authority and FRA consult with federal regulatory agencles in
determining the alternativés ultimately to be analyzed In draft EIR/EISs, All of the AA documentation
Informs the draft EIR/EISs and the final EIR/EISs, and then becomes part of the EIR/EIS written record
to be considered by the Authority Board in making future decislons.

How were the San Jose Station Approach Alignment Alternatives defined?

The alternative analysis for the San Jose Station approach has followed the process described in the
preceding question.

In order to identify a reasonable nuiiber of alternatives, the project staff prepared an Initlal range of
alternatives based on the input recelved during the scoping process. The inltial alternatives Included
the program alignment, four aerial alternatives and three underground alternatives. The team then
met with the various stakeholders that proposed the alternatives, including the tunnel alternatives
proposed by the San Jose Department of Transportation (SIDOT) and the commuinity groiip the Volces
of San Jose (VS}), to better understand the objectives of each proposal. The two tunnel alternatives
proposed by VS] (Thread the Needle and 5100 m Tunnel) both Included an underground HST station to
be constructed below the existing Caltrain statlon and tracks. Due to the high probablliity of ground
collapse given the poor sollsIn the area, construction under the active Calfraln and UPRR platforms
and tracks was considered not practicable and riot reasonable or reallstic. Following a request by the
City of 5an Jose, the Authorlty staff agreed to conduct additional Irivestigation of the deep tunnel
alternative and when staff determined that would not be constructable, developed a shallower tunnel
alternative to be considered i the Inltlal alternatives evaluation. Each remaining alignment went
through a reflnement process duting the evaluation in order to minimize adverse impacts, The
alternatives analysls then reviewed the program alignment; four aerial alterpatives and two
underground altérnatives. A more detailed description of all the alternatives considered is Included in
the PAA,

For this early alternatives analysis, the designs were advanced to a 5% deslign - sufficient to Identify
the footprint and hence impacts of each alternative. This level of design is an industry standard for
early evaluatlon of alternatives. Due to the complexity of the tunnel alternatives and following the
request by the City of San Jose for additional study of the underground options, the designs of the
deep and shallow tunnel alternatives were advanced closer to a 15% levél, This level of deslgn s
typically used for a full alternatives analysis In a DEIR/EIS. Working with SIDOT, the project team
developed a shallower cut-and-cover option with the proposed BART statlon 140 feet deep.below it as
an alternative to the deep tunnel because the deep tunnel was consldered not constructable given the
prevaiiing site conditions.

|

Extensive public-outreach was conducted during the development of these alternatives. 1h March
2009, three scoping meetings were held in San lose, Gilroy and Merced to recelve input on the scope
of issues that should be analyzed In the EIR/EIS for the San Jose to Mércéd sectiori. Following scoping,
the project team injtiated several rounds of outreach meetings and workshops to lnform the
Alternatives Analysis pracess. In September 2009, Technical Working Group {TWG) meetings with
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focal, transportation, and resource agency representatives throughout the corridor were held in Gilroy
and Merced. In October 2009, three comraunity Public informatlon Meetmgs (PIMs) wiere held In

San Jose, Gllruy and Merced, In December 2009, two more TWG meetings were held in Gnlrov and
Merced. In Decentber 2009/January 2010, an additional three PiMs weére held Merced, Gliroy and

San Jose. In March, a workshop was held on the downtown San Jose alignments {specifically the deep
tunnel alignment) followed by two additional open house meetings in San Jose in May that focused on
a shallow tunnel, Between March 2009 and June 1, 2010, approximately 1,200 people attended the
public meetings. Over 95 meetings were also conducted with public agencles, tities, city councils,
chambers of commerce, neighborhood representatives and other stakeholders.

Following the release of the Preliminary Alternatives Analysis Report (Prefiminary AA Report) on

June 3, 2010, the project team met with elected officials and staff, key stakeholders and the public
throughout the San Jose to Merced section. Tvwo TWG imeetings were held In June 2010 in Merced
and Gliroy. Community open houses were hosted in San Jose, Gilroy, Los Banos, Dos Palos and
Merced in June/July 2010 for the general public to review and comment on the alignment alternatives
and station location optlons released In the Preliminary AA Report. Approximately 325 people
attended these public meetings. In addition, the praject team met with a varlety of stakeholders
(cities, agencies, and nelghborhood represéntatives) during approximately 35 individual meetings.

The reasons for the location of the alignments reviéwed In thé PAA are as follows:

¢ Refined Program Alignment: The Program Aligiiment (alang the Caltrain Coiridor) was devéloped
as from 2008 Program EIR forthe Bay Area to Central Valley. This alignment maximizes the use: of
the publically owned Caltrain Corridor rights-of-way

o DeepTunnel: the deep tunnel alignment generally followed the tunnel alignment proposed by
the City of San Jose, The depth of the alignment was set to avoid the foundations of the 1-280/SR-
87 interchange and the proposed BART statlon. As surface restrictions were avolded, the
horizontal allgnment was stralghtened to maximize operating speeds, With a connection to
proposed Intermodal hub at the north end of the HST station. ’

o Shallow Tunnel: The initial alignment for the shallow tunnel proposed by San Jose
Redevelopment Agency was to locate the station box paralle! and to the east of the existing
Dirldon Station but this did not achleve the necessary deslgn criterla for the HST platforms and
trackwork. The HST platforins are required to be straight (on tangent) to permit level hoarding
with minimal gaps between the train carriages and the platform edge. The H5T stations have
separaté station tracks to allow express trains to pass through the station while other trains are
stopped. The turnouts where the station tracks diverge from the mainline also need to be on
tangent and far enough away from the station to allow the tralns to slow down or speed up within
acceptable passenger comfort [imits, Because of the tight curves on the San José station
approaches these track were designed much shorter than typlcal 6000 feet redjuired for an HST
station, As TBM construction cannot be used for diverging alighments, the turouts wouild need to
be constructed using cut and cover methods. To be able to use cut and cover construction the
allgnment would need to be as shallow as possible and hence the need to cross under 1-280 where
there were no deep foundations, This location was batween Bird Avénue and the -280/SR-87
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California High-Speed Traln Project, San Jose to Merced Section

interchange. The tangent length between this location crossing under 1-280 to the curve north of
the Alameda was just long enough to accommodlate the turnouts, station tracks and platforms.

The shaliow tunnel alternative would be In a mined tunnél north of Tamien station to pass under
SR 87, the residential nelghborhood of Greater Gardner, and I-280, The cut and cover box would
begin north of W. San Carlos St. 1o avoid homes immediately north of 1-280 and extend north to
the Alameda, over a relocated BART tunnel and station. From the Alameda, the alignment wolild
then be mined as It passes under the active rallroad tracks on a curve and theh a separate cut and
cover box would be constructed to accommodate the turn outs north of the station where the
station tracks rejoln the mainline.

A major impact of the shallow tunnel option is the reguirement to move the BART tunnel and
station deeper and to avoid the 1-280 freeway foundation plles, One of the tonsequences Is that
this alignment would be piaced under the propased ballpark,

It should be noted that a change in the proposed tunriel partal at the Tamien Station to avold a
National Register Archeologlcal site would require additional tunnel lengths, acquisition of
additional easements and private property for a new portal and additlonal tunnel lengths, and
assoclated potential Increases In impacts and costs.

e Downtown Aerlal: The aerlal alignment was developed along the same alignment as the deep
tunnel alignment, but In an aerlal configuration. (Please note that both the SR 87/1280 and the
Program Alignment also include an aerial station and alignment.)

o SR87/1-280: This alignment was Iriitially proposed by the City of San Jose to follow, to the extent
possible, the rights-of-way for these two freeways and to locate the HST station above the existing
Caltrain station platforms,

¢ Three Track: this proposal from the City woild reduce the nuraber of tracks In the Caltrain
Corrldor from four to three —one for Caltrain/UPRR and two for high-speed rail with the intent to
minimize impacts to adjacent properties.

What are the property impacts of each alternative?

The alternatives evaluation estimated a range of the number of affected properties to provide a broad
comparative assessinént of the potefitial alternatives and to reflect the posslbillty of further deign
reflnements (see Table 1), Athough not quantified in the PAA, the City of §an Jose staff In a report to
council did estimate that there would be a need for approximately 80 property eas¢ments for any
tunnel option, These easemeants would be to protect the tunnel from future deep underground
activities such as foundation piles, basemetits, and weli drilling that couid adversely Impact the
integrity of the HST tunnels. Typically there would be a one-time payment for the easement rights
based on an appraisal of the property valiie at the time of acquisition to compensate the property

- oWners.
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North of the station propeity, impacts to abutting properties (e.g., need for easements, etc.} were
assessed based on the width of the Caltrain right of way, Where that right of way Is 100 feet or
greater, there wouild be no direct impact to property rights. As that right of way narrows below 100
feet, Impacts to propertles are expected to occur and to Increase as the right of way width decreases.

TABLE 1: SAN JOSE STATION APPROACH SUBSECTION EVALUATION MATRIX

Measurement
Criterla .

+ Displacements ‘ B
» 02dwelling unlts-Shale- | » Odhwellngunits-SFR | 0 cwelling units-SFR | + 0-1 dwieling unit - SFR
Family Residential (SFR}  § + 0 dwellingunits-MFR | » 0 cwelling unfts-MFR { # 0 dwelling units -MFR
Residential * 0 dwellng units - Muld- o Odwallingunits—MHP | ¢ 0 cwelling urits ~ MHP | & 0 dwelling units - MHP
Displacement Family Resldentlal (MFR)
* 0 dwelling unlts —Mobile
Hame Parks (MHP) o
Busi . * O units ~ Commercial + O unlls - Commerclal ¢ 0-1 units - Commerclal | + 03 unlts - Commercll
D."s ness » O unlts—Industrial < 01 units - Industrial o 0-3units - Industial | ¢ 10-45 units - Industral
lsplacement o1 <
| {unlt-Nonprofit
:ﬁ%’;g?;?fgg::a + 10 parcels + 0 parcels * 0 parcels + 6 parcels

To ensure that property owners are aware of the project, the teams have compiled mafling lists
Initially corpirised of propeities adjacent to the proposed right of way for ali the alternatives and
withih 500 feet of a station location. This Initial list has been greatly éxpanded with attendees at HST
events and requests for information though multiple media. The mailing list rélated to San lose
includes approximately 26,600 San Jose resldences and businesses,

In addition to the potential Impacts to existing residentlal and commercial properties, thére could be
impacts to the planned redevelopment of the Diritlon Station and surrounding area. The City of

San lose, in coordination with the San Jose Redevelopment Agency, and other local and regional
transportation agencles, are developing a plan for a %-mile radius around Diridon Statioh
(approximately 500 acres of land). The objective of this process Is to provide a vision and framework

CALFORNIA g 1.5, Deépartment
High-Speed Rall Authorlty I 7 of Transportation

for higher intenisity/tranisit-oriented dévelopmént (TOD) In the area, The process involves developing
a Statlon Area Plan aroynd Diridon Station with related transit and station-area planning activitles, and
includes environmental clearance under CEQA, The Dirldon Station Area Plan will provide a vislon and
guidarice for this unlque destination with a broad mix of fransit-supportive uses. In addition, the Plan
anticlpates pedestrian, bicycle, open space, and street connections from the greater downtown and
surrdunding neighborhoods.

The estimated construction period for the shallow tunnel alternative is seven years including four to

five years for the station box. The underground station would be positioned diagonally across the
heart of the redevelopment area in order to provide sufficient tangent track length to accommodate
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California High-Speed Train Project, San Jose to Merced Section

the station platform tracks and turnouts. As shown In Figure 1, construction of this alternative would
severely disrupt concurrent implementation of the Diridon Station Area Plan. In addition to the

construction of the station box would be extensive relocation of utilities and other enabling works to
support the VTALRT and Los Gato's Creek.

FIGURE 1: I.OCATION OF UNDERGROUND HST STATION RELATIVE TO PROPOSED D!RIDO‘N
STATION AREA DEVELOPMENT

il Confiict with access to
Arena Development

Conflict with Proposed
BART Station

Proposed HST
Aetlal Statlon

Proposed HST
1 Underground Station

Why ¢an BART be built In a tunnel but not High-Speed Trali?

A question often asked is, “Why can BART § propose to huild a Ditidon Station using cut and cover
methods, yet the Authority finds this lmpracticai for HST?” The major feason the HST cut and cover
facllity impractical is the magnitude of the HST tunnel and station complex in comparison to the
proposed BART tunnel and station complex. The HST complex has over fives times longer length of
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California High-Speed Traln Project, San Jose to Merced Sectlon

tunnels, which are twice the diameter of the BART tunnels, and the HST station Is almost twice as long

as the BART station and two times wider. In all, the total volunie of the HST tuhinéls and station
approach six times larger than the BART tunnels and statlon. Table 2 comparas the size of the HST
Tunnel/Statlon facility to the size of the proposed BART tunnel/station facllity {for the same total

length)

TABLE’ 2: VOLUME COMPARISON TABLE OF HST TUNNELISTATION VERSUS BART TUNNELI STATION

BART
o , b Volume HST Volume BART
ccﬁﬁ‘é‘n“é " ; L:V?IID) . ('S-XW“‘;’)M Tunnel/Station | Turinel/Station
4 ‘or Same to! i o
v “length as HST {Cublc Yards) {Cubic yaf.c.ls)

21,200 linearfest LEx | 8,800 linear feet x N S

Tunnels 30t Diameter 15 it Diameter, 554,700 '"5"209
. 1,400LF x 140FT x B00FT x 70FT X ,
Statlon " BOFT ° 6OET 435,000 1§0.00D
Noith of HST station . '
box = B0OFT % 150FT
. X 60FT
aragk Tvansfton None Required 556,000 NiA
South of HST station
box =800FT x 200FT
X BOFT

Tunmnel o
Crossovers, Vent | 9 each x40FT x 30FT None required in .420 N/A
Shafts, Access Diambter. Diridoh Statlon Area ! -
Shafls )
Total Volume . 1,655,555 255,000
Ratio of Volumes 8.10 1.00

The scale of the HST facility compared to a BART facllity Is represented in Figures 2 and 3. To fit this
HST tunnel and station facllity in this downtown area would Introduce impacts, as described above,
but at an order of magnitude substantially larger than the proposed BART surface station. The
Impacts resulting from the scale and magnitude of byilding the HST Tunnel/Station facillty In the
$an Jose Diridon Station atea are the thost important reason why It Is impractical.

The depth of the HST Deep Tunnel Alternative makes the soils much more unstable thah what the
more shallow BART tunnel and statioh would experience, The soll boring logs available from the
BART project and 1280/SR87 interchange provided sufficient soll Informatlon to characterize the soil
without thé fieed for additional sampling and were adequate for preliminaiy engindeiing.

" CALIFORNIA ; ‘ U.S. Deparfment

High-Speed Rail Authorlty ( - «of Transportation
' V Federal Rallroad

Adminlstratlon

Page 7 of 14




T 40.898ed

uopeRSuNIpY
PpeospRY [RIopsd
uonjeodsuel] 10
wswyedsq SN

Ajuoyasy oy poads-ybiy
VINIOANYD

©

AT o TR = i TR ARG

TRIEAT AR ST SRR L RN NIRRT e,

o,
E ] ; L AR SUTEEE LTSN, JT SR . 2 [l N
AT AR IS TR M ’ i AR S i, A
SRRV, RN PR ARSIT: o, o KL SN, Wi n L
[t i o e —— L e E by
e . r— a— AR
i.(i..h‘ll.!l e e e e 1% > - &lemiﬂ:,u >
- [ g 22 x - i . m
- . P s S -
- . LR, Eaiads - | b B 1
Tl - haax 5 . e IR
Sy iy W Loy Rankinctd Wi N vty SN Al AT R
SO Y SIS [
p EHeECRLL & ahsie) !
! “
e A, 3, E L B S S LSOO A BUT VI S
S SO S e el R R 2 I TSI T B STl Tt SN T TRty
o SRAGT i % G W sttt
H C T0e2DE DUT SEOENIUE SUTlts
TG BRSNS B - i SRS, AR e S R T ls ~
H - Simpapim
ANENCTEME B0 SLINRY. ! LAV ARENNG
aﬁuwﬁﬁn rRT

JAILYNYILTY NOLLY.IS/TANNAL MOTIVHS 30 3TH0Ud um., JUNDId

AAILYNYILTY NOLLVIS/TINNNL MOTIVHS LSH 40 NV1d 2 34nNDH

Sz.umm paaIa01950f ues “asfold utel} paads-ysiH eusoyed




California High-Speed Train Project, San

The high canstruction risk for the deep nilned station in unstable soils, and a high water table, was a
major factor In determining the deep tunnél alternative to he impractical. The size of the cut and cover
excavation for the HST facility below the water table would increase risks I the following areas:

e Increased settlement in the area due to extensive dewatering of cut and cover excavations
¢ Potentlal for collapse in the excavations due to loose, saturated, and gravelly soils in the area.

Figure 4 shows the prevalent high water table for the BART soil profile in the area of the Diridon Station,

The maximum hydrostatic head (i.¢., depth under top of water table) of the BART tunnels and station is
approximately 40 feet, which equals a water pressure of 17 pounds per square inch. The Deep HST
tunnals and station would encounter a hydrostatic head of approximately 140 feet, which equals a
water pressure of 61 poiinds per square lnch or four times higher water pressure than the ptoposed
BART complex. Forthe foregoing reasons and others detailed in the PAA, the Authorlty and FRA
deterimined not to carry forward the Deep Tunne! Alternative.

FIGURE 4: SOIL PROFILE ALONG BART ALIGNMENT
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The Shallow Tunnel Alternative would be constructed using tunnei boring machines (TBMs) and cut and
cover methods similar to the BART system, however oh a much larger scale - sée Table 2 of volume
comparisons. The distinct difference in compatisons between HST facilities and BART facilities In
combination with major surface disruption In the prime redevelopment area (discussed earlier), and
other factors identified in the Tunne! Alteifiatives Report (Appendix C to the PAA) led the Authority and
FRA to determine not to carry forward the Shallow Tunnel Aflternative. It Is noted that placing the HST
Tunnel/Station above the BART Tunnel/Station {as the Shallow Alternative would do) Increases the risks
and difficitty of bullding BART throvigh San Jose.

The estimated construction duration for the HST Tunnel/Station alternatives was based on construction
of simliar type/facilatles and proportioned to the size of the HST undeiground facility. As described in
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the Tunnel Alternatives Report, many different tunnel configurations and construction methods were
consideréd to develop the most cost effective solutlon, and a thorough analysis was performed to locate
the alignment in a location with the léast amount of impacts.

Construction of the tunneis north of the station was assumed to be similar to the approach from the
south, using TBMs. As described in the Tunnel Alternatives Report, It Is the construction of the station
box and associated spaclal trackwork that would have the majority of the Impacts and construction risk,
These Issues further supported the determination not to carry the tunnel alternatives forward,

[

Why were the tunnel alternatives not recommended for study in'the Draft EIS/EIR?

For the deep tunnel alternative, Chapter 4 of the PAA étates, “This type of station coistruction is not
under consideration for any of the stations in the 800-mile California HST system and has not been used
for any HST Station in the world. Subsurface HST stations are constructed using cut-and-cover
technigues rather than mmmg Existing HST stations were constructed using cut-and-cover techniques
{e.g., HST stations in Talwan, Berlin Central Station) or the pipe roof arch method and "sheeted trench"
method (e.g., Antwerp HST statlon in Belgium) rather than traditional mining methods.”  Thus, the
deep tunnel alternatiVe with the mingd statioh was determined to bi neither feasible or reasonable.

The shallow tunnel alternative was not recommended for stutly in the draft EIR/EIS "hecause itls
impratticable due to major constructibllity issues, surface disruptiot té sirface land uses, additional
right-of-way requirements, limilts to future development, the relocation and redesign of the proposed
BART Diridion Statlon and associated tunnels along with much greater construction risk, impacts to Los
Gatos Creek, Impacts to VTA and Caltrain, high cost factors, and lengthy constructlon schedules and
construction impacts.” See Chapter 4 of the PAA.

An evaluation of foreseeable potential risks and impacts associated with the different types of proposed
HST San Jose Tunnel/Station alternatives Is provided In Table 3 (whu:h is Table 4.1-2 from the PAA).
Seven evaluatlon critefia Including 24 potential risk items are considered. The evaluation indicates that
“Deep Mined optlon” and “Shallow Cut-and-Cover option” carry far more “high” flsks and less “low”
risks than “Aerlal option”, in particular for the evaluatlon criteria of “cost and schedule”,
“constructabllity” and “geotechnical constraints”.

Thus the underground options are hot practicable due to unsafe riining conditlons (poor soils combined
with high groundwater), construction schedule, potential for settlement, extensive surface disruption

* and very high constructioh cost and should be eliminated from fiirther evaluation. In the case of the
shallow tunnel option, the proposed BART statiun and extenstons north to Santa Clara ahd east to
downtown woild also have to bé redesigned and placed much lower In the exlsting poor ground
conditions.
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TABLE 3: RISK/IMPACT EVALUATION IVIATRIX FOR SAN JOSE TUNNEL/STATION ALTERNATIVES

Evaluation Aerlal Deep Mined Shallow Cut

\ Coy
Critefla | opten® | | Optlon ’,%pt?g:{

M

Operati'r‘{g' Costs
Costand ' '
Schedule CapHal Costs
Schedule
Constructabliity
Surface Disruption M M
Disiuption to Existing m
. Rallroads
Constructability I Damage fo Surface/Near | |

Suiface Structure
Impact to Existing

Foundations

Disruption to and M L I
Relocation of Utilities . .

Ground Type

Geotechnloal Settlement .
Constraints Flooding/Inrush of Water to
the Excavation
Groundwater
Residential/Business
Impact N
Disruption to Local Traffic Maintenance
Communitles & Defour Routing . .

Gity Diviston
{‘ ' Env‘ronmenta‘ NO‘SEI Vib)'aﬂnnf Dust
1

M
M
M

-

Firlirli-
2

impacts VisuallAesthefic Issues

Environmental B]Olt)gic’_él Resources
Resources Cultural Archaeological
Rgsou‘rc‘es

Emergency Response

Staging
Others ki

rlielrl -
r

L
Fulure Development mi ||
Right-of-way M M M

1. SR-67/:280 Actial Alternalive and Refined Program Allgnment
2. Deap Tunnel Option, 5100m Tunnel & Thread the Needla Tunnel
3. Shallow Tunnel Option

Notes: Risk/Tmpact Rating [ L | 1 |

Low Medium Righ
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California High-Speed Train Project, San

What was used in the cost comparison for each alterative?

The cost comparison in the PAA used the program base unit costs in 2009 dollars. The 2009 uriit prices
weré incréased in the Callfornia High-Speed Rail 2009 Business Pian to account for program
implementation, final design and contingericies in addition to éscalation to year of expenditure.
However, as the PAA evaluation used relative cost factars, the 2009 unit prices gave a good basis for
comparison.

Inciuded in the estimate for all tunnel aiternates were:
e Track ltems

e Rall and Utility Relocation
o Earthwork e Right of Way items
e  Strictures, Tunneis and Walls s  Environmental Mitigation
s Mechanical & Electiical ¢  System Elements
o  Grade Separations s  Electrification Items
o  Building Iterns

A summary of the capital ¢osts for the downtown Sah Jose area are provided In Table 4.

TABLE 4 - CAPITAL COST ESTIMATE (2009 DOLLARS MILLIONS)

Construction | Frogram & T°""é§§g’“ﬂ Cost
($2008) °°“(§‘;,%“°Y (52008) Factor
'North of De La Cruz to Dlrldon
Aerial $151 $53 $204 1.00
Tunnel $455 $160 - $615 3.01
South of Dirldon to Tamien
Program Alignment 5288 $103 $398|  1.00
[280/SR87 ; $359 $126 $485 1.22
Deep Tunnel $2,127 $762 $2,041| 739
Shallow Tunnel $1,461 $524 32,020 | 5.8
Combined Total Capital Cost ,
Aerial North and 1280/8R87 South ~$689 1.00
Tunne! North and Shaliow Tunnel | Total does notinclude addnional cost of '
South $140 addition to BART  and $2,635 3.82
, $100 HST protection® ,
:' Eshmated additlonal costs to construct desper BART station box

To prevent potential damage to the HST station/tunnel from above, a pile supported, 5 foot thlck 200
feet wide, 2,300 feet long, reinforced concrete slab would be constructed above the facllity. This
would allow ﬂexibu!ity for future developiverit of the Diridon Station Area that has not been yet
determined with an ‘assumead bullding height limit of ten stories,
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One item not included in the PAA cost .evaluation of a tunnel is a protective covering slah that would
permit surface development. If included (as Is done in Table 4), the added cost would further support
the decislon not to carry forward tunnel altérnativas., A major consideration for the shallow tunnel
option was the potential disruption to the future redevelopment of the Diridon Station Area, Asa
master plan or specific development has not been approved for the area, a protective slab was assumed
over the full extent of the underground station and part of the tunnels. This would not preclude the
development of future “air rights” over the station. But as developrent plans have yetto be
deterriiined so a precise slab size and thickness could not be determined, this item was not factored in
to the PAA evaiuation, Any slab would be costly, however, and would limit (regardless of slab
engineering) surface development flexibility. For these reasons, the aerial option over the existing
Diridon Station train platforms was determined by the project team in conjuniction with City of San Jose
staff to better support future development of the area as construction conflicts would be avolded and
the HST station would act a focal point of activity,

Standard structure types were assumed for the cost estimate used In the evaluation. Should enhanced
structure types be consldered due to local participation or as Visual mitigation, the cost estimate will
need to be revised. The Adthorlty and City of San lose are developing an agreement that wiil address
the design and aesthetics of the above ground structures.

A common questian Is how the cost for the shallow tunnel Increased from $1.3 blllion to over

$2.6 billion, as shown in Table 4, which includes the costs north of the Diridon Station. Onié heeds to
understand the source of the numbers. The specialist tunnel consultants estimated the cost of the
shallow tuniel and station box at $1.3 blillon. This estimate dld not include the statlon structure or
finishes, tunnel portals, trackwork, ventilation, communication systems, electrification, right-of-way,
mitigation, and program Implementation costs as these are based on system wide costs. Whep all the
tosts are added together, the total program cost of the shallow tunnel was slightly over $2.6 bililon as
shown in Table 4.

Combining HST and BART facilifies was considered for potential cost savings. With the BART extension
from Berryessa to Santa Clara not planned for construction before 2018, there would be little
opportunity for construction savings as the HST infrastructure would be completed before then. The
potential for shared facllities will continue-to be explored through the development of the vision for
Dirldon Station as ah integrated multimodal transportation hub,

Standard structure types were assumed for the cost estimate used In the evaluation, Shouid enhanced
structure types be considered due to local particlpation or as visual fitigation, the cost estimate will
need to be revised. The Authority and City of San Jose are developing an agreemerit that will address
the desigh and aesthetics of the above ground structures.

The primary cost factorin the evaluation was the capital cost of the construction. The ongoing
operations and maintenance costs were also considered. Tunnels and underground facilities have
higher operatmg costs due to the need for fire/life/safety systems, drainage and pumping systems,
communication systems, ventilation, lighting, emergency lighting, and restricted access. Aerial
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structuies also have assoclated maintenance costs, but by encouraging active uses around and under

the structures, the Authority expects to minimize grafflii or other undesirabte activities.

How will public Input on the Preliminary Alternatives Report be addiessed gince the Authority
Board has alréady approved it?

Due to the importance that the Authority places on public input, each step of the alternative analysis
process has included opportunities for public review and comment. Public input substantially informed
the preparation of the PAA, and will continue to inform the development of documents for the
Authority. As discussed above, extensive public input has been gathered by the project team and used
ta refine the alternatives and identify ateas for further study. The detailed evaluation matrices included
in the PAA provide the results of the evaluation of each alternative based on the identified objectives

~ and evaluation measures. Certaln data were provided as a range to reflect the preliminary nature of the

design and the evaluation. The documents weve prepared at a level of detall appropriate to the
development of the design. The program alignment was based on high-level criteria that have been
refined through the alternatives analysis phase. The alternatives recommended for further study wil
now lie subject to detalled analysls that will be presented in the DEIR/EIS,

The public input gathered through the meetings and direct correspondence wiil be summarized and
presented to the Board for information along with any recommended adjustment to the alternatives as
part of the Supplemental Alternatives Analysis (SAA). Consistent with CEQA’s requirements, the Draft
EIR/EIS will include a brief discussion of alternatives considered pre-EIR/EIS but not studied in more
detail in the document. Following public circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS documents, the Authority will
respond to comments received and Include those responses In a Final EIR/EIS. The Final EIR/EIS,
including public camment and responses, and all the AA documentation will be considered by the
Authority Board in making detisiohs regarding project alternatives and approval, The process, and thus
also any decision regarding alternatives, is not final until the completiori of the Final EIR/EIS and
ceriification by the Board, followed by decislons on the final placement of HST facilities.
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September 29, 2010

Roelof van Ark

Chief Executive Officer

California High Speed Rail Authority
925 L Street, Suite 1425

Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Mr. Van Ark,

Neighborhood and business groups in central San Jose urge the California High Speed Rail
Authority (CHSRA) to include an underground option for San Jose in the project’s Environment
Impact Report,

While we continue to support high-speed rail, the decision on the alignment through
downtown San Jose requires further study. The San Jose City Council meeting Sept. 14 on this
issue raised a new set of questions deserving timely answers:

1. We did not hear CHSRA staff nor City of San Jose Department of Transportation (CSJ
DOT) staff present any “fatal flaws” for continued study of underground options, CHSRA staff’
stated that a San Jose tunnel was “unfeasible and impractical.” The unfeasible justification
centered on cost. CHSRA and CSJ DOT staff reports to the San Jose City Council nearly doubled
the underground project costs from $1.3 billion in June to $2.5 billion, while aerial costs were
announced at $500 million. CHSRA staff’s explanation on Sept. 14 assigned the wnnel’s cost
escalation primarily “to accommodate future development.”

a) What are the specific “accommodations” CHSRA staff estimated that added more than $1
billion to San Jose’s underground costs?

b) What alternative “accommodations” did CHSRA consider other than a mat foundation
covering the entire site for San Jose’s underground option?

c) Do the cost comparisons (tunnel versus aerial) include the potential value of future *air rights’
for development on top of a tunnel alighment?

d) Are there any corresponding potential development rights for the aerial scenario?

¢) Is the cost of an ‘iconic’ above ground station included in the aerial cost estimate?
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f) If San Jose insists on world-class quality station and aerial structure architecture, who would
pay for the additional cost?

g) The aerial alignment will likely have significant ongoing mainienance costs associated with
graffiti removal, homeless encampments, rail wear on the “S” turn and “wheel squeal” noise
abatement, Have these recurring expenses been factored into a net present value “cost” when
compared to the underground option?

2, The BART project has selected tunnels and a subway station in the very same vicinity
that CHSRA does not want to continue study for a tunnel and station. CHSRA has used
“unstable soils” as one of its reasons for stating the tunnel is unfeasible while clearly it was
feasible for BART.

a) How is it possible BART finds underground feasible but not CHSRA?

b) What soil sampling did CHSRA conduct in addition to those samples drawn for BART?

¢) Where were the CHSRA samples taken?

d) What are the differences with the nearby tunnel recommended for further study by CHSRA
just north of this area near the San Jose/Santa Clara border?

3. On Sept. 14, CHSRA and CSJ DOT staff said the tunnel option would take seven
years of construction and “tear up the city.” Our BART project managers explicitly
demonstrated how they could shorten construction and minimize impacts for the San Jose
underground route that utilizes bored tunnels and cut and cover stations,

a) How did CHSRA staff arrive at the construction period for the underground option, and
likewise, its estimates for the aerial construction?

b) What analysis was done on construction strategies that could shorten the timeline and
construction impacts?

4. CHSRA staff also reported on Sept. 14 that “80 property easements™ are needed for
the underground option,

a) Please elucidate the characteristics of these easements, such as whether they are deep
underground easements and how they might impact existing or future property use.

b) Additionally, what sort of financial compensation is associated with these easements?

¢) In the Sept. 14 meeting, your staff did not elaborate on the “about 10" property takings
needed for the aerial option, nor did your staff indicate the number of property takings required
by the aerial alignment north of Diridon, which looks like a much bigger number than 10 with
some potential larger acquisitions required. How were all these property acquisitions for the
aerial structure from Taylor to Tamien accounted for in your preliminary design, public
outreach and cost estimates?

5. The City of San Jose requested on several oceasions — both in writing and in person at
CHSRA board meetings — that CHSRA study a "best" underground alignment.

a) CHSRA staff rejected both the deep tunnel and shallow tunnel options in its June report,
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How and when was it determined that these two tunnel alignments were the "best” underground
alighments and that no other alighment would resolve any of the concerns, such as conflict with
the Native American burial site at Tamien?

b) CHSRA staff on Sept. 14 said they had completed “almost 15 percent engineering” on San
Jose’s tunnel options. Was this level of engineering work included for both the shallow and
deep tunnel alignments in the June Alternative Analysis report?

¢) Which underground alignment did CHSRA staff ultimately conclude the “best option” as
requested by San Jose and why was it deemed the “best?”

6. Because the City of San Jose has been asking CHSRA since Dec. 2009 to seck and
analyze a “best” underground alignment and CHSRA now recommends no further study of the
“best” underground option — or any other underground options — we are concerned about the
integrity of the EIR process.

a) How will the EIR not be defective and at risk of legal actions by interested parties outside of
San Jose who are determined to undermine the entire project?

b) Since federal law mandates a full EIR must include all viable options, how will the project’s
EIR be complete if CHSRA eliminates San Jose’s underground options before the study?

7. The CHSRA Alternative Analysis report and appendix released the same morning of
the Authority’s June 3 board meeting eliminated all alignment options through Central San Jose
except the so-called SR87/1280 aerial route, preferred by CHSRA and CSJ DOT staff.

a) For what rcasons does CHSRA choose to release recommendations and reports gffer public

hearings are underway?

b) How does this benefit the public participation process and foster collaborative decision-

making?

¢) For what reasons does CHSRA release reports without sufficient supporting empirical data
“for the decision (aerial alignment) contained within the report?

d) How will the lack of specific detail in the CHSRA’s released documents to date on San

Jose's alignment options inform or place at risk the subsequent EIR process?

8. CHSRA staff indicated that the tunnel option would be detrimental to development in
the Diridon Area. Most metropolitan areas have unitized the joint public-private development
approach to preserve future development opportunities and build substantial structures on top
of tunnels and underground stations.

4) Why is this development approach utilized around the world not viable in San Jose?

b) Everyone encourages transit-oriented development around stations. How did CHSRA staff

reach its conclusion that such development would be enhanced by the acrial structure more than
the underground option when experience iells us differently (San Francisco Transbay Terminal,
ete.)?

9. As for an underground option in San Jose being “impractical,” the preponderance of
responses given at the Sept. 14 council meeting were about timing: potential delay to the
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project in order to study the underground, plus potential delays to the funding stream. Given
our understanding the San Jose to San Francisco section is in the initial project phase (not San
Jose to Merced):

a) How are the San Jose to Merced decisions impacted? For instance, how does the timing on
the northern SF-SJ route drive the decisions on the southern alignment?

b) How will the delays that are apparent from city council actions on the Peninsula for the SF-
SJ section allow more time to study options in San Jose?

¢) Earlier this month, Caltrain officials suggested phasing construction to allow more time to
study trenching and tunneling along the Peninsula in those communities that requested it. How
would this approach allow for further comprehensive study of a tunnel alignment in San Jose?

10. Impractical can mean many things, which is why it would seem the environmental
factors are critical to study at this stage of the project. Neighborhood groups throughout
Central San Jose are particularly interested in these elements. While we understand the EIR
has yet to be released and the analysls in the EIR may differ, the attached chart is an example
of issues that could be vetted in the EIR, particularly as it pertains to the tunnel in comparison
to the aerial. The second attachment is a copy of the summary from the scopmg document
submitted to CHSRA in April 2009 for a tunnel option that CHSRA wnhdrew prior to the
release of your June 2010 Alternatives Analysis.

a) For what reasons and when did CHSRA staff reject these and other underground options in
San Jose, such as the deep and shallow tunnel alignments?

b) For what reason did CHSRA not combine elements from multiple alignments to achieve a
“best” underground option for San Jose?

¢) For what reason did CHSRA not evaluate other areas besides Tamien Station for a tunnel
portal since it is well known the area is a sensitive archeological site?

11, The incremental cost estimates given for accommodating a shared underground
BART station with high-speed rail were $140 million in your June report. It is our
understanding this estimate was for the shallow tunnel high-speed rail option (HSR running
above BART tracks).

a) How does this incremental underground cost, if at all, include the potential efficiencies from
BART and high-speed rail sharing station construction and infrastructure? Please include the
criteria assumptions and computations you used to make your estimate.

12, By virtue of splitting the two Bay Area high-speed rail sections at Diridon Station, it
is difficult for San Jose to receive a complete picture of the project in our city.

a) How will future planning documents about the north and south of Diridon Station areas
provide improved transparency, accountability and increased coordination?

b) At what point will a comprehensive look at the Diridon Station Area ~ north and south ~ be
prepared and offered for local public input prior to the completion of the EIR process?
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Thank you for addressing our questions and the continued consideration of a tunnel option for
San Jose.

Sincerely,

27 g =
Art Bernstein
San Jose Downtown Association

Pat Dando
San Jose Silicon Valley Chamber of Commerce

el Bhsspran—

Helen Chapman
Shasta Hanchett Park Neighborhood Association

Awih Appsdon

David Dearborn
Willow Glen Neighborhood Association

¢ Kona

Pete Kolstad
Market Almaden Neighborhood Association

W
Steve Kline
Burbank/Del Monte Neighborhood Action Coalition

:Wé/ﬁd&,

Kymberli Brady
San Jose Downtown Residents Association
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kb4

Robert Sippel

Rose Garden Preservation Neighborhood Association

Phil Hood
Delmas Park Neighborhood Association

?né A

John Urban
Newhall Neighborhood Association

((/t’&@zacﬁ (st

Debbie Wade
Greater Gardner

Sty

Clay Reigel
College Park Neighborhood Association

cc. CHSRA Board members
Mayor Chuck Reed and Sah Jose City Council Members
Honorable Zoe Lofgren, 16th District, U.S. House of Representatives
Honorable Mike Honda, 15th District, U.S. House of Representatives
California State Senator Elaine Alquist, District 13
California Assemblymember Joe Coto, Assembly District 23
Supervisor George Shirakawa, District 2, Santa Clara County
Debra Figone, San Jose City Manager

Harry Mavrogenes, San Jose Redevelopment Agency Executive Director

attachments; CEQA chart; tunnel summary report




Reasons to Keep HSR Tunnel Option in the Mix

David Dearborn, Author, 5100m Tunnel Option
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5100m Overview

Transforming San Josa from “The Bedroom Community” of the South Bay 1o a world-class urban city requires
looking forward, .

50 years, 100 yaars from now, will the country’s first HSR system have a route that represents California’s
commitrment to the future?

Tha 5100m alignment gels its name from tha tunnal which bagins just north of Curtner Avenue, crossing at right
angles under the Guadalupe River north of Willow Street, and uncbtrusively beneath highly valued TOD and
RDA fand to Diridon Station It will:

~ Facilitate the faster, lighter welght and more energy efficient {rain sets of the future.

— Reflect appraciation for San Jose’s history, ivability and its sense of community for 1.5 to 2.0 million
people,

~ Facilitate increasad degrees of freedom in land usa pianning as San Jose continues to grow.
There Is only one opportunity o gst this right,

There will ba no going back.

'San Jose is the 107 largest city planning for a world-class multi-modal transit hub, mall and urban centar.

Figure 1,

Rall Grade - Diridon to Curtner 3.169 miles

0,160%

San Carlos

a0 o7 Tamlen A‘m L] CGurther

Diridon )
Almaden Expy

Note: Final 5100m track grade and depth at Diridon designed as appropriate for final
station design.
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5100m_EIR / EIS Discussion
Soclo Economlcs, Nelghborhoods & Environmental Justice:
None - buried underground
Eminant Domaln! .
None/ very small — mostly public land and underground
Land Taking: '
None/ very small — mostly public land and underground (negotiated eassment rights only)
Traffle & Mobllity:
None — only at end around station; no road/strest closures required; no rebullding of overpasses or grade
separations

Blologleal Resources & Riparlan Corvldors:

None — No rall bed, structures, conslruction, vibration, displacement, mitigation or modifications
required. ROW buried well below the Guadalupe River and Los Gatos water ways and riparian
corridors, No Impact on migratory fish, repliles, birds, mammals, insacls, grasses, planis, habitat, and |
other ‘

Noilse & Vibratlon:

None — no surface siructures or al grada rall bads In or through historle neighborhoods or densely populated
cora city areas as ROW is well under ground In areas of greatest concem

Construction Impacts:

Significantly fewar — only south of Tamien and tunnel entrance; no plie driving; no earth moving
equipment; no conarete, steel and materials trucks; no cranes and overhaad equipment; no road
closures; ne consiruction mitigation Issues

Sound Mitigation:




None-to-nil — buried under ground; no acund walls required
Cumulative & Secondary Impacts:

None to nonexisient — Comblned HSR, Caitrain & other heavy rail are burled and under ground,
simultaneous or cumulative nolse and vibration is underground and fully mitigated

Parks Recreation & Open Space:

None taken — Prgssrvas, protects and enhances opportunities for parks, trails and open apace —~
Preserves, prolects and enhancas visual, aesthetic value and eliminates sound pollution for same —
Reference Scoping input letter from Dr. Laurence Lowsll Amss and others

Transportation & Clrculation:

Walking and Bike Tralls — No miligation require — HSR, Calirain & other passenger and light freight
heavy rall Is underground providing Inoreased opportunity for greater carbon free mobillty within and
gbout the oity,., for work related commting, general mabliity and recrealion and health maintenance —
Sas Scoping letter from Dr. Larry Ames

Auto & Public transportation — No mitigation required -~ HSR, Caltrain, Amtrak, ACE and UPRR rail ¢an
follow this allgnment underground through San Jose

Local Growth:

No Impact - Track ROW and assoclated space and imposition considerations are non-existent - buried
under ground

Station Planning:

No to little impact -- 5100m is an underground option that offers greater architectural freedom
in planming the new Diridon rulti-modal transit mall -- Options for separate bore(s) for
through passage are possible.

Land Use & Property:

Little-to-No Impact -~ HSR, Calirain and other beavy rail is buried uader ground - 5100m
offers greater degrees.of freedom for Land Use planning -~ Little to No Impact on Property
values duc to above ground alignment options

EMI/ EMF:

None -- Buried and under ground
Security & Public Safety;

None ~- 5100m is buried and underground
Blight, Land Remnants & Misuse;

None — 5100m alignment is buried and underground; No land remnants to provide shelter or
opportunity for misuse, unauthorized use or undesired or illegal behavior

Aesthetics & Visual Quality:

No Impact ~ 5100m is buried underground -- No supporting structures -- No sound or
security barriers -- No visible overhead wires or suspension structures -- No cleaning or
aesthetics mitigation or maintenance concerns — No impaet of such on perceived or real
property values

Hydrology & Water Resources:
None to Little -- See Appendix
Geology & Seisimicity:
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None to Little - Current bore designs and construction technology mitigate this issuc - The
difficulty of boring 5100m has been referred to by some,., ** like a hot knife through butter”
See Appendix

”l‘l !:.:l sHEHGHEE ONS

-~ This high spesd allgnment removes 30 seconds from avery HSR traln stopping at San Jose, and even more
for through trains

— Larger radli, gentle grade; enhanced security and reduced mitigation allow the highest possible speeds with
the least challengss.

-- This proposal reserves the smaller tum radius for entry to the Dirdon siation where slower speed is neaded
for station arrival.

- -~ April 2009 - - -




